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ABSTRACT 
 
Since the mid 1970s there has been an increasing effort to adopt community 
participation as a necessary instrument for people driven development. NGOs and 
governments have come to use this participatory approach not only to empower local 
people, but also to give them a platform to plan and implement their own development 
projects. However in Zimbabwe, the government has failed to fund most projects and it 
has created a gap for NGOs to provide most, if not all services in rural communities. 
NGOs have been seen as better institutions to facilitate development projects and to 
engage local people to actively participate in development issues. Community 
participation is a central component in development projects as the projects respond to 
the people’s needs and that local people are in full control and ownership of these 
projects. This study is an assessment of community participation in NGO development 
projects in Zimbabwe. The study investigates the extent of community participation in 
development projects and it is guided by the Participatory Development (PD) theory. 
Research findings reveal that community participation is minimal in development 
projects of Bulilima and Mangwe districts in Zimbabwe. Local people are just passive 
participants of the development projects who are told what to do. The local people’s 
contributions and influences are sidelined in the planning and decision-making 
processes; instead these are made by the rural elite who plan and make decisions on 
behalf of the local people. It is the view of this study that the purpose of community 
participation is to create opportunities for local people to participate in planning, decision 
making, implementation, allocation and distribution of resources. The development 
projects should be responsive to the people’s needs. Similarly, participatory 
development just like community participation is a process whereby communities are 
given the opportunity to determine their future in terms of their needs and resources. In 
this regard, it is relevant that rural communities actively participate in planning, decision 
making, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of development projects. By so 
doing, the projects become not only successful but also sustainable.
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
NON GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION: 
A HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 
 
1. 1 Background to the study 
Since the mid 1970s there has been an accelerating evolution of participatory 
methodologies, themes and theories which have been adopted by development 
practitioners and Non-governmental Organisations (NGOs) to engage rural 
communities in development projects (Chambers 2008). These different approaches 
have been used as a vehicle to give attention to rural development. Ellis and Biggs 
(2001) validate this using the rural development ideas timeline, which traces 
development approaches from as far as the 1950s. The device of a timeline is a list 
of a great number of themes, participatory approaches and policy thrusts that have 
been influential in rural development. To note, is the fact that community participation 
has also been part of these participatory methodologies included in the timeline. 
Taking into account that community participation evolved in the 1970s, it is still being 
utilized not only by government, but also by donors and local NGOs in different fields 
and programmes of development to date. Community participation has become 
central to development projects as a means to seek sustainability and equity, 
particularly for the poor (Rifkin and Kangere 2003). The current study examines 
participation of rural communities in NGO development projects using Masendu and 
Izimnyama wards in Bulilima and Mangwe Districts of Zimbabwe as case studies. 
Following the number of approaches and theories that have been used in rural 
development such as community development, transformation, mechanization, 
modernization as illustrated in the timeline; community participation still stands out 
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as the most popular participatory approach. This does not imply that the other 
approaches are not relevant, but community participation has been a proven 
approach that ensures greater possibilities for self reliance and that leads to a sense 
of responsibility (Chambers 2008). This can be evidenced by the successful 
participatory development projects in South Africa in the Eastern Cape Province 
namely; in Hertzog were there is a housing project. Local people of the Hertzog 
community participated in the planning and distribution of houses to the community 
members.  The concept is popular because it puts the marginalized people at the 
centre of all development processes. It also considers elements such as democracy, 
good governance and human rights, as central in almost all the development 
programmes (source). 
Lentfer (2011), states that the concept of community participation influences 
decisions that affect people’s lives and is an avenue for empowering people. Ellis 
and Biggs (2001) argue that development emphasizes not just community 
participation, but governance, with particular emphasis on democratic 
decentralization. Decentralization has become a particular mode of development 
administration, not only to accelerate development, but also to develop 
administrative arrangements for planning and managing development programmes 
and projects (Conveyers 1990). This derives from participatory democracy, which is 
guided by the philosophy that people should have decision-making power in 
proportion to how they are affected by the decision (Raaflaub et al 2007). It is clear 
that democratic decentralization and participation are necessary conditions for 
successful community development. 
Many developing countries, including Zimbabwe have embarked on decentralization 
of government and development structures among others, to promote democratic 
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governance and community participation in development (Hussein 2004). Following 
independence in 1980, the new government of Zimbabwe adopted a socialist 
ideology which had people’s participation in decision making and development as 
one of its fundamental points (Makumbe 1996). This was achieved through the 
enactment of the Prime Ministers Directive in 1984, which created development 
structures such as village and ward development committees, rural district councils, 
and provincial councils to empower and govern the rural people and to facilitate rural 
development. This directive created a platform for identifying viable strategies to 
ensure effective rural governance, active community participation and sustainable 
local development.  
Community participation is one of the most important approaches adopted in 
development. McIvor (2000) states that community participation is of relevance in 
that people have a say in the conception of the project and accept it as their own 
effort. This approach becomes effective when local people are actively participating 
in all stages of development. Reid (2001) points out that if people at the grass roots 
are deeply participating in the work of community development they achieve more 
results that develop in a more holistic and beneficial way. This means that when 
people participate for the common good of a shared goal, they are bound to benefit 
from it. However, it is significant to note that there are power dynamics at lower level 
that influence and perhaps direct participation. 
As shown above, community participation is not a new concept in Zimbabwe, given 
that its legal framework includes active participation as a fundamental aspect to 
development. This approach has not only been adopted by government, but also by 
NGOs to empower the rural populace and bring about development in the rural 
communities. Reid (2000) explains that community participation is a condition for 
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success, because without the participation of the locals; development projects would 
not be a success. In Zimbabwe, NGOs have played a significant role in adopting 
community participation in the facilitation of development projects in rural 
communities and Wallace (2000) reveals that Non Governmental Organizations do a 
better job in facilitating community participation than government and donors.  
Rural areas have received a lot of attention from many NGOs the world over in an 
effort to improve the living standards of the poor (Ngugi, et al 2002). Moyo & Matondi 
(2000) also confirm that the greatest concentration of NGOs is in the rural areas 
which tend to be economically marginalized and weakly serviced by government in 
terms of wealth and infrastructure development. Scholars such as Chambers (2008) 
have viewed NGOs as effective instruments of empowerment to the less advantaged 
people. NGOs that specialize in community development continue to encourage 
community participation which empowers rural people to plan, make their own 
decisions and evaluate the progress of their community development projects.  
In the case of Zimbabwe where the country has been hit by a number of crises such 
as inflation and devaluation of the Zimbabwean dollar; the government has failed to 
fund most rural development programmes. Morgan (1993) suggests that participation 
of the community at state level is always constrained by lack of resources, funds 
availability and elite interference in local development, thus state fails to solve the 
unattended problems of the community. This has seen the rise of NGOs in rural 
Zimbabwe to fund and facilitate development projects. Malinga (2010) reports that 
NGOs seem to adopt more effective approaches in mobilizing the rural populace to 
participate in development activities which result in the alleviation of poverty, squalor, 
hunger and ignorance. In other words, these organizations seem to have the 
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expertise to mobilize and lure local people to actively participate in programs that 
best suit their needs.  
Masendeke et al (2001) assert that NGO sectors have placed emphasis on the need 
for community participation in designed programmes that are meant to assist them to 
overcome poverty. An important principle of community participation is that of giving 
local people the opportunity to contribute and actively participate in issues that 
concern them. Local people must always be a part of the designed programmes and 
should be able to influence the direction of these projects. Nevertheless, a problem 
that is identified by the study is that underdevelopment and poverty are persistent, 
regardless of NGOs facilitating community development projects to improve the 
livelihoods of the rural people. Uneven development still occurs and has largely 
affected areas in the west of Zimbabwe, especially the Matabeleland provinces 
(Makombe 2010). This leads to a number of critical aspects that form the basis of the 
study such as the factors affecting community participation and the level of 
community participation in development projects. 
With regards to Bulilima and Mangwe districts which are used as case studies, 
Magadza (2006) states that they still remain one of the poorest and marginalized 
areas in Matabeleland, although there are NGOs based in those districts facilitating 
development projects. Organisations such as the Institute of Rural Technologies 
(IRT) and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust (TBT) have been working in the districts of Bulilima 
and Mangwe facilitating participatory community development. The concept of 
community participation has reaped good fruits on paper but in reality there is a lot 
that need to be addressed. This shows that community participation is a “white 
elephant” in the sense that there are no guarantees that it will yield sustainable 
benefits. In this regard, community participation will be measured on the basis of 
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whether regular meetings are held with the local people so as to identify their needs, 
design, plan and make decisions on which development projects are suitable for 
them. This aspect is very important as it will ensure whether the development 
projects that are facilitated by NGOs in the two districts respond to the needs of the 
people. Moreover, the study will also identify at which stage community participation 
takes place, who participates and how. The study focuses on IRT and TBT which 
have been operating in Bulilima and Mangwe districts since 2003. These two 
organizations have facilitated development projects, and offer capacity building 
systems to the rural communities of Bulilima and Mangwe. The research also 
focuses on two wards; Masendu ward in Bulilima and Izimnyama ward in Mangwe 
district closely assessing the participation of the rural communities in the 
development projects that have been implemented.  
1.2 Statement of the problem 
This study investigates community participation in NGO development projects in 
Bulilima and Mangwe districts. A number of rural development projects facilitated by 
NGOs were implemented in Bulilima and Mangwe districts with the aim of improving 
the livelihoods of the communities. However, NGOs have a tendency of facilitating 
preconceived development projects without proper consultation as to what the rural 
people need so as to improve their livelihoods. Dagron (2002) explains that the 
nature of projects is usually decided without any form of dialogue with the community 
hence this entails little or no participation. When regular meetings are held at the 
communities, few people attend these meetings with the NGOs because they are not 
given the opportunity to participate in the projects and let alone voice out their 
concerns about the projects being implemented. This scenario creates a gap as 
NGOs sideline the development plans of the communities, and do not value the 
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opinions or the needs of the people. Consequently the communities do not 
participate as they have no sense of ownership and control of the development 
projects. This is what White (2000) calls passive participation whereby people are 
not participating readily but are told what is going to happen or has already 
happened. 
This means that people are not given the platform to air out their views and to take 
part in the planning and decision making processes. In addition, people do not have 
a say in the type of development projects they want. NGOs use a top-down 
approach, whereby communities are sidelined in the process of choosing 
development projects. Lack of community participation therefore is a major 
hindrance in promoting participatory development, leading to the question: What is 
the extent of community participation in NGO development projects and what are the 
factors affecting community participation? 
1.3 Objectives 
The objectives of the study are as follows: 
 To investigate the extent to which communities participate in NGO 
development projects in Bulilima and Mangwe Districts.  
 To identify factors that affect community participation in NGO development 
projects and to provide recommendations in Bulilima and Mangwe Districts.  
 To suggest recommendations on how to improve community participation in 
development projects. 
1.4 Significance of the study 
The study is of significance in the field of development studies, particularly on issues 
of community participation in rural development, as it will significantly add to the 
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existing body of knowledge. Issues of community participation in development are 
vital in this study given that participation is about empowering people to better 
themselves. Many researchers have commented on the growth of NGOs in 
development and their increasing linkages with donors and rural communities 
(Edwards et al1999). However, most studies have focused primarily on the 
successful works of NGOs in alleviating poverty and assisting rural communities by 
facilitating development projects. Though, there is limited amount of information 
regarding the efficacy of the approaches used by NGOs in addressing the needs of 
the rural people. Hence, the study seeks to fill in that gap. The study is crucial in that 
it dwells on the issues of rural local governance and participatory democracy which 
bring out the importance of local planning and decision making amongst the rural 
people. Pandit (2006) suggests that participation at community level is in many ways 
a better and more efficient method of realizing the goal of good governance. Even 
Article II of the United Nations Declaration on the Right to Development aptly states 
that,  
“The people should be at the centre of the development process.”   
Therefore, it is clear that community participation is an attempt to place people who 
were supposed to benefit from the development process at the center of all 
development efforts (Moyo et al 2008). In this respect, community participation must 
be viewed as the best vehicle in developing areas of  community development and 
social systems.  
The study will also bring out and address the discrepancies within the approaches 
adopted by NGOs when facilitating community development projects. As highlighted 
in the problem statement, NGOs come in with preplanned development projects, 
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which exclude the voices of the local people in the planning process, leading to little 
or no participation. These issues need to be addressed not only with NGOs but with 
local communities as well. Hence, participatory approaches are seen as a critical 
ingredient for both project success and sustainability (Overseas Institute of 
Development 1996).  Although the focus of the study is in Bulilima and Mangwe 
districts, other rural communities in Zimbabwe may also learn from the findings of the 
study. The findings of the study therefore, can be used as a basis for planning future 
developmental projects. 
Undertaking this study will not only raise awareness to the rural communities on the 
importance of their views and decisions, but will also enable policy makers, 
development practitioners, NGOs and other stakeholders to review and transform 
their approaches to best suit and accommodate the voices of the rural communities. 
Bhatnagar (1992) emphasizes that community members are a rich source of 
knowledge about their community and if they are allowed to make their own 
decisions they can devise their own alternatives. It is of significance to note that 
genuine participation by community members is important if development projects 
are to be sustainable and successful. Genuine community development brings about 
better understanding amongst individuals of their role in development, it builds a 
unity of purpose and it enhances a sense of discovering capabilities amongst 
community members. 
1.5 Delineation and limitations of the study 
Community participation is a broad concept, hence the study concentrated on NGO 
development projects in Bulilima and Mangwe and not government initiated 
community development projects.  
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The units of analyses comprised of 62 respondents, which consisted of project 
beneficiaries based in Izimnyama and Masendu wards and two project officers from  
IRT and TBT. The study did not consider each and every member of the population, 
but relied on a representative sample of project beneficiaries which comprised of 
men, women and youths. The study was limited in that it focused on two wards 
Izimnyama and Masendu and this was due to financial constraints, limited time and 
mobility.  
1.6 Chapter Summary 
The chapter discusses a brief background to community participation, how it has 
evolved over time to become a popular concept with NGOs and development 
practitioners as they use it in promoting rural development projects. However, some 
scholars have reported that not much community participation is taking place in 
development projects hence the failure of the projects. The study therefore 
examines, the challenges confronting community participation and the role played by 
rural communities in NGO development projects. Community participation in general 
is regarded as a major tool of achieving sustainable and people driven development. 
The next chapter focuses on the conceptual and theoretical frameworks of 
community participation. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
NON GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION: 
A CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
2.1 Introduction 
During the mid 1970s there was a turn in development thinking, with most 
development practitioners, NGOs and donor organizations following the concept of 
community participation, after realizing that community development as a process 
must strongly involve and be conducted by community members (Morgan 1993).  
Because of these concepts, initial emphasis was placed on empowerment which 
enables local people to plan, implement and make decisions on their own. Thus, to 
date community participation is widely viewed as an empowering tool through 
creating opportunities for the local people, changing attitudes of the local people, 
mobilizing existing skills, thinking differently about community issues and having a 
self drive mindset that will in turn enhance rural development and poverty alleviation 
(Krishna 2003). But what exactly does community participation mean? What is the 
extent of community participation in development projects? What are the factors 
affecting community participation? 
2.2 Community participation as a concept 
Community participation means different things to different people, ranging from 
scholars, institutions and development practitioners. The definitions presented in this 
section will provide an outline of the meaning of community participation. Wates 
(2006) states that it is essential to define the meanings of the words ‘community’ and 
‘participation’ individually as they can best explain the term ‘community participation’. 
 12 
 
It is also relevant to note that what some other people term ‘community’ may not 
match with another person’s definition hence, community is a fluid concept. 
A community may be viewed as a system composed of individual members and 
sectors that have a variety of distinct characteristics and interrelationships 
(Thompson et al 1990). This definition, as complex as it may sound can have an 
ambiguous meaning. Systems and sectors can have a different meaning to that of a 
community but regarded as one of the elements of a community as defined by 
Thompson et al (1990). For instance, the definition given above is applicable in 
schools as they focus on student education whilst faith based organizations focus on 
the spiritual and physical well being of people. Schools in this perspective are a 
system whilst student education is a sector. These are said to be one of the many 
elements that comprise of the general community system. It also highlights that both 
these systems and sectors may vary but are somehow related.  
Graham and Clark (2005), define community as those residing in a defined 
geographical area. They further argue that it may signify those bound together by 
faith, politics or ideology. Or it may be an indicator of groups that share a specific 
culture, sense of identity or world view.  In this context, community differs from what 
suits that specific situation. Community as defined by Wates in The Community 
Planning Handbook (2006) is a group of people sharing common interests and living 
within a geographical defined area. Significantly there are two features that clearly 
come out in the definition given above, which are, common interests among people 
and a geographical boundary that these people live in. Hence, the definition given 
above by Wates (2006) is a replica of the communities in Bulilima and Mangwe 
districts.  Portraying that the definition given includes all aspects that are necessary 
for community development initiatives to take place.The definition also means that 
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community participation is about empowerment and local people utilizing their 
capabilities and be social actors who manage their own resources and control 
activities that affect their lives.   
Hamdi (1993) has a different view altogether, that the concept of a community works 
on the age old principles of ‘unity is strength’ and ‘united we stand’. Therefore, 
people in a community have an obligation of coming together to achieve certain 
goals, and to set aside any differences amongst each other. However, Hamdi does 
not mention the geographical boundaries of these people but instead gives a more 
philosophical definition of community, in the sense that a community is portrayed as 
a group of people who are bound together by unity as it shows a symbol of strength. 
 The notion of community refers to a group of people united by at least one common 
characteristic which can include geography, shared interests, values, experiences or 
traditions (Lang 2000). This is similar to the definition given by Wates who also 
agrees that a community must share common features. Therefore, the research will 
employ the definition by Wates (2006) as it clearly brings out the common features of 
the rural communities in Bulilima and Mangwe districts.  
In defining participation, Kumar (2002) states that the way participation is defined 
largely depends on the context and background in which it is applied. Sidorenko 
(2006) defines participation as a process of taking part in different spheres of 
societal life such as political, economic, social, and cultural and others. It is clear in 
this definition that participation is about being involved in different spheres be it 
economic or social. With regards to rural development, Jennings (2000) defines 
participation as involvement whereby local populations are involved in the creation, 
content and conduct of a program or policy designed to change their lives. Jennings 
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(2000) argues that participation requires recognition and use of local capacities and 
avoids the imposition of priorities from outside. 
 In the same view, Chambers (1997) asserts that participation is an empowering 
process that enables people to do their own analysis and to make their decisions. He 
adds that it means “we” participate in “their” project not “they” in “ours”.  Both 
Jennings (2000) and Chambers (1997) acknowledge the importance of the local 
people’s contributions and control in planning and decision making in development. 
This in turn gives them a sense of ownership. Additionally, De Beer and Swanepoel 
(1998) confirm that participation may mean that communities are allowed direct and 
ultimate control in taking decisions concerning their affairs. As can be seen from the 
above definitions, participation is a process whereby participants actively take part in 
issues that concern them, especially in planning, decision making and 
implementation of development programs. 
Community participation is one of the key ingredients of an empowered community 
(Reid 2000). Community participation comprises of a community coming together to 
plan, make decisions and take full control of issues and manages problems that 
concern them. It is an important component of community development and reflects 
a bottom-up approach to problem solving (Mohan 2002). It is significant to note that 
community participation is not only about using a bottom-up approach to specifically 
solve problems, but it must also reflect a bottom-approach in all spheres of 
development. Given that community participation draws advocates from sharply 
different viewpoints, it is therefore not surprising that the above statement deems 
participation not only as being a necessary condition for successful community 
development, but also empowers local people to be self-reliant.  
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Pandit (2006) states that community participation can be understood as a forum 
wherein people can participate in the decision making process and are involved in 
local affairs. He further argues that community participation is not only centered on 
community development projects, but also on issues of decision making and 
governance. The United Nations (2001) defines community participation as the 
creation of opportunities to enable all members of a community to actively contribute 
to and influence the development process and to share equitably the fruits of 
development. The UN gives a more elaborate definition in the sense that rural 
people are usually sidelined but with community participation as an approach, local 
people are given an opportunity to participate in planning, decision making and 
development processes which in some cases they never had an opportunity to in the 
past. Community participation is critical to the grass roots as it allows the rural folk to 
unlock their potential and to utilize their skills and knowledge in influencing 
development programs.  
Burger (2007) highlights that the concept is compelling because it acknowledges that 
permanent improvements in living standards are seldom attainable without the 
involvement and co-operation of the beneficiaries. Community participation is about 
the contribution of local people; hence, people are an important part and they need 
to see to it that their participation yields successful projects or results. According to 
Ndiame and Magome (2008), the aim of community participation is to help build local 
capacity for self drive, particularly in rural communities. It is essential to note that, 
adopting a self drive mindset within the rural communities enables them to initiate, 
implement and assess community development programmes and initiatives that 
serve their own needs.  These scholars emphasize that the concept of community 
participation aims to build and strengthen the leadership systems and the capabilities 
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needed to provide local people with a favorable environment, as well as the 
confidence and resources to lead their own social and economic transformation. 
Hence, community participation is designed in such a way that local people are the 
center of every development process.  Without local people, there cannot be any 
community participation. 
From the above definitions of community participation, it is clear that this concept is a 
mode of empowerment which when pursued will reap greater possibilities, 
responsibility and ownership for the people involved. This is crucial to the current 
study as community participation is meant to give power to rural people to own  
projects and see their communities expand in terms of development. This concept 
allows for rural communities to express their own development and utilise resources 
for the fulfilment of the people’s basic needs.  
2.3 The Basis for Community Participation  
Why community participation and how it came about are paramount topics of interest 
to scholars, development institutions and practitioners operating in the developed 
and less developed countries. Continents such as Africa and Asia, need not only to 
device new approaches to development. But to also come up with approaches that 
will enable the local people to participate in policy-making and administrative 
arrangements, which will enhance planning and managing development programs 
and projects aimed at improving their livelihoods, community based management 
and rural governance. It goes without saying that community participation is an end 
result of decentralization. 
Throughout the world community participation is the basic objective of governments 
and decentralization is tagged as an effective device for achieving such 
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development. Crooke and Manor (1998) highlight that the beginning of 
decentralization in South Asia and Africa in the 1960s was considered a necessary 
change to ‘bring government closer to the people’ and to tap the creativity and 
resources of local communities by giving them a chance to participate in 
development. With regards to Zimbabwe, during the colonial era, the colonial 
administration did not allow Africans to participate in any development initiatives, 
thus, decentralization came as a means to redress past inequalities of the colonial 
administration that was centralized and top down.  Decentralization and community 
participation complement each other, as both work towards dismantling the top-down 
approach and allowing for democratic governance and active community 
participation. 
It is also necessary to consider that there were other factors that saw the emergence 
of community participation in rural development. A report by the United Nations 
(2009) highlights that; 
 “Community participation as a concept was formulated or rediscovered 
in the 1970s, in response to the growing awareness that the various 
approaches then employed for rural development such as, community 
development, integrated rural development or basic needs did not 
often lead to significant rural development and especially poverty 
reduction, largely as was when thought, because there was little 
involvement in development projects of those undergoing 
‘development’ and particularly the poor”.  
 
It is clear that community participation was driven by the disappointing results of 
other approaches that were adopted to facilitate rural development. After the 
realization that not so many people were participating in development programmes, 
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and that other approaches had significantly failed to engage rural communities to 
participate. However, it should be noted that the failures of these other approaches 
that are mentioned by the UN have no definitive evidence so far.  
Buthelezi (2011), states that in rural development, the modernization paradigm 
proved to be mechanical and inflexible which resulted in its failure. In his analysis 
Buthelezi (2011) introduces the concept of community participation as the new 
paradigm that does not only focus on the economic growth and wealth side of life, 
but also the quality of life and society as a whole. Security and dignity might be just 
as important to those whose livelihoods need improving (Buthelezi 2011:4). This new 
paradigm has shown an element of being inclusive as it aims at improving the 
livelihoods of the local people and uses participatory methods to bring out the 
people’s potential in all that they do when it concerns their community.  
From the information presented above, it is clear that a paradigm shift from growth-
centered development to people-centered development took place, which according 
to Korten (1990) places importance on the people themselves within the limitations 
and capacities of their environments. Community participation was then rendered a 
different and unique approach that included the local people as compared to the then 
traditional development theories focusing on economic growth (Shaw 1994).  In other 
words, community participation was a more radical approach as it comprised of 
people's capabilities, satisfying basic needs, values and the quality of life. It simply 
had the local people at the front position regardless of their situation whether rich or 
poor.  
Alternatively, Powell (1998) asserts that community participation in development 
requires that the community or the beneficiaries are fully involved in the whole 
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process, from design to implementation of a programme. Adnan (1992) asserts that 
people must have a meaningful choice rather than being constrained or compelled to 
accept options that have been determined by others. This clearly depicts that often 
little attention is given to strengthening the capabilities of the rural poor and 
enhancing their power to participate meaningfully in any initiated community 
development programmes. Nonetheless, in community participation, a platform is 
given to the local people so that their voices are heard and are given an opportunity 
to meaningfully participate in matters that affect them.  
Rebori (2005) emphasizes that community participation is at the heart of any 
community development program and is generally recognized as a critical ingredient 
to civic life and a healthy democracy. In light of this statement, there is need to note 
that not all citizens participate in community development programs or neither would 
they vote. Therefore, there is need for further research on this issue. However, 
arguments  in support of participation in community development rests on four 
themes a) people know what is best for them b) ownership and commitment as 
people contribute to the human capital and resources c)  people can develop skills 
and knowledge to assist them in  future work and hopefully within their communities 
(Rifkin and Kangere 2003).  
Lastly the rationale behind community participation is multifold: increased 
participation is supposed to promote greater efficiency, more accountability and 
transparency, enhanced ownership and empowerment. 
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2.4 Impact of Community participation in NGO development Projects 
The success of community participation has varied among countries and even in 
community development projects. Some authors assert that policy makers, planners, 
development practitioners continue to express dissatisfaction with the way 
development projects have been failing. Studies have documented disappointing 
results of attempts in most countries that have engaged communities in community 
participation. In most cases governments, development practitioners, NGOs and 
planners that have introduced the concept of community participation have heavily 
popularized it, only to see this concept weaken during the planning and decision 
making processes. Liebenberg (1997) emphasizes that community participation is 
not only about being involved but also about being in control. In most cases when 
rural people participate in development projects, their mode of being involved is 
providing labour for that project, major decisions are left to the NGOs and the district 
council officers hence, rural people are not in full control of the development projects. 
However, to a certain extent community participation has brought in some good 
because local people are empowered to work together to develop their communities.  
Planners, development practitioners and professionals hold different views about the 
contribution of community participation to improving the lives of people, particularly 
the poor and disadvantaged. Some completely dismiss its value altogether, while 
others believe that it is the ‘magic bullet’ that will ensure improvements especially in 
the context of poverty eradication (Rifkin and Kangere 2003). Arnstein (1967), a 
strong advocate of community participation argues that it brings many lasting 
benefits to people instead of only a means of getting things done. She further adds 
that community participation is the redistribution of power that enables the citizens 
presently excluded from the political and economic processes to be deliberately 
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included in the future. Despite this lack of agreement among scholars, community 
participation has continued to be promoted as a key to successful and sustainable 
development. 
Theron (2005) states that community participation means empowering people by 
developing their skills and abilities, so that they can negotiate with rural development 
systems and can make their own decisions in terms of needs and resources. 
Community participation despite the major debate on whether it has brought about a 
positive impact; has sincerely given some communities an opportunity to determine 
their own future in terms of resources and basic needs. By means of employing this 
approach, community members become active participants in decision making, plans 
and projects. In addition, they gain technical skills to assist them in the 
implementation of their projects, making them more empowered to take full control of 
their situations.  
Community participation plays a crucial role for meaningful development to take 
place. The World Bank (2001) gives plausible reasons in support of community 
participation in that involving the local people can help them develop technical and 
managerial skills; it would expose them to a great amount of experience and insight 
into what works, what does not work and why. For this reason, it gives the local 
people the power to choose programmes and projects that would be good for them. 
It gives the local people a voice to make their own decisions and to take their part in 
their own development.  
 
The role of NGOs in development projects has received increasing attention in the 
recent years to the extent that some scholars argue that NGOs do a better job in 
engaging communities to participate in projects than government. A case to consider 
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is Uganda and its impact of community participation in community development 
projects. Burger (2007) emphasizes that the country has deep roots in community- 
led development. Nyangabyaki (2004) confirms that Uganda has a long history of 
grass root self-help organisations that encourage community participation. In 
addition, Ugandan NGOs have remained very reliant on volunteers from the 
community. It has been estimated that an increase of twenty three percent of the 
adult population has participated in community development projects facilitated by 
various NGOs. Twenty three percent may not seem to be such a great number but 
shows a great stride in engaging the local people to participate in development 
projects taking into account that self help organizations and NGOs were centralized 
or wiped out by the government in power before Yoweri Museveni came into power 
(Nyangabyaki 2004). This empirical evidence shows that community participation in 
some parts of the African continent has played a major role in development; it brings 
out the essence of communities working together to achieve a specific goal.  
Alexander (1998) refutes to the notion that community participation has failed.  He 
stresses that community participation is “inherently good”, and that it brings people 
together in creating and making decisions about their environment, since people are 
involved in the process, participation then helps promote a sense of ownership and 
control among the people. To some degree community participation has not brought 
in a positive impact but instead pitfalls. What these scholars seem to overlook when 
explaining community participation is that they look at the advantages of community 
participation but never really go into detail about the situation on the ground. 
Khwaja (2004) explains that the problem is that the community participation concept 
has achieved its status and reputation mainly based on the attractiveness of the 
ideas underpinning the approach, without providing evidence of benefits .Eicher and 
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Staatz (1998) add that it was found that many community projects emphasized a 
participatory process not for the sake of participation and its related empowerment 
objectives, but as a marketing tool to attract international donors to fund NGOs. For 
example, in Tanzania is Mpunguza and Mundemu Area has development programs 
facilitated by the World Vision, and have recorded limited participation in the two 
development projects. According to Masanyiwa and Kinyashi (2008), there have 
been development projects in Central Tanzania one has been going on for 14 years 
and the second one 3. They both assert that World Vision Tanzania interventions 
have been generally limited to ‘contribution’ and therefore not ‘empowering’ to the 
local communities to take control of the development process. Ngujiri (1998) in his 
analysis articulates that despite the increase in the number of NGOs, participatory 
methodologies, and after many years of poverty alleviation, poverty continues to be 
rife and communities continue to languish in it. Hence, there is no doubt that 
community participation as the tool adopted to enhance participation and rural 
development is ineffective. 
Community participation therefore is viewed by some scholars as an ingenuine 
attempt to empower communities to choose development options, but is rather an 
attempt to sell preconceived proposals (Botes and Van Rensburg 2000). Botes and 
Van Rensburg (2000) further argue that community participation processes begin 
only after the projects have already been designed. This view leads us back to 
chapter 1 section 1.3 where the problem statement of this study is explained. 
Consultation with the community may simply be to legitimize existing decisions, for 
instance, to tell people what is going to happen by asking them what they think about 
it (Botes and Van Rensburg 2000). Community participation then is an attempt to 
convince beneficiaries on what is best for them.   
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Over the last 30 years, community participation has dropped by forty percent in Sub 
Saharan Africa (Rebori 2005). In the same vain Putnam (2000) states that people 
have stopped participating in community development programs, committee work, 
stopped serving as officers and even coming to meetings. He further explains that, 
there are several barriers to community participation including lack of time and no 
interest, poor civic skills and motivating reasons to participate are less understood. 
However, community participation in this study is measured by attendance of local 
people in the meetings and participating in community development projects. This 
reveals that there is more that needs to be done when facilitating community 
participation to local communities in terms of the approaches used by NGOs to lure 
the people to projects. Furthermore, it is essential to inform communities on the 
importance of their participation and how it will benefit them. By so doing, local 
people will participate more in development projects.  
From the above statement, it seems as though community participation is not 
something of value or a norm for development practitioners, NGOs and planners but 
it is a matter of convenience. Even with community participation as a key concept in 
community development initiatives, there have been reports that poverty does 
persists in most countries. Therefore, this raises questions on the impact and 
performance of community participation and also the way outsiders engage the local 
communities in development projects. Dorsener (2004), states that many 
participatory projects end up replicating the same errors as top-down projects. 
Conclusively, this portrays that not enough power and authority has been transferred 
to the local communities. In the sense that rural people have no say or rather they 
are recipients of development projects which they have no control over because 
there is no devolution powers to the grassroots. 
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It is also important to consider that the positive impact of community participation 
discussed is more of ‘what it can do’ as opposed to ‘what it has actually achieved’. In 
fact Khwaja (2003) asserts that community participation may not always be 
desirable, at least in terms of project sustainability. Meaning that community 
participation might have caused more harm than good as most projects that are 
likely implemented under the guise of participation are not sustainable. This scenario 
is significant to the current study in that the more the rural people participate, the 
more the development projects are sustainable. However, because there is not much 
power and authority rendered to the rural people, once the NGOs pull out of the 
projects, the projects cease being sustainable.  
2.5 Factors affecting Community Participation in development projects 
From a variety of views comes an even-handed and objective assessment of the 
factors affecting community participation in development. The examined scholars 
(Dorsener 2004, Pretty 1995, Dudley 1993) agree that a variety of social, political, 
cultural, behavioural, economic factors affect communities from participating in 
development projects. Dorsener (2004) claims that behind the buzzword of 
participation lays a wide range of processes and mechanisms, all of which are 
context-specific and have a different impact on the overall performance of 
participation. Undoubtedly, there are so many factors that may be seen as a 
hindrance to community participation. These factors are explained below as effect of 
NGOs approach on community participation, socio economic divisions and conflicts, 
poverty, effects of gender on community participation, education and information 
dissemination. 
 26 
 
2.5.1 Effect of NGOs approaches on Community Participation 
One of the factors that affect community participation in development projects is the 
NGOs, and development facilitator’s failure to realize the communities’ potential. 
These “outsiders” have a tendency of sidelining the local people and thinking that 
they always know what the local people want. Chambers (1997) insists that the elite 
and educated people, who probably see themselves as enlightened, always want to 
speak on behalf of the poor and marginalized. In this instance, the local people are 
not given an opportunity to speak for themselves or rather given a choice on the type 
of projects that they want. This does not empower the local people but limits 
participation from the communities.  
NGOs do not prioritize the needs of the local people. These organizations and 
development facilitators tend to make an impact on the donor and not the intended 
beneficiaries. Even though communities may participate, their contributions would be 
limited and minimal. Pretty (1995) argues that the dilemma for many development 
agencies is that they both need and fear community participation. They need 
people’s agreements and support, but they also fear that this wider involvement is 
less controllable, less precise and so likely to slow down planning.  
This could also be one of the numerous factors that thwart the participation of  
communities, because NGOs want to have control of the development projects, but 
mockingly want support and thus they persuade the local people to agree with what 
they have pre-planned. This then becomes a top-down approach as these local 
people become passive participants of the projects that have been offered to them.  
Development agencies always show that they know every aspect of the current 
situation and they never assess the needs of the local people but just predict and 
implement (Ahmad et al 2011). In the eyes of development agencies, communities 
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are not capable of initiating or implementing the projects themselves. Many authors 
point out that, it is very difficult for professional experts to see the actual needs of the 
community without having interacted with them (Dudley 1993, Heymans 1994, 
Rowlands 1995). NGOs have to shift the paradigms and have to see from the eyes 
of beneficiaries. Once they empathize with beneficiaries, they would know what 
exactly the local people want as part of their development projects.  
Parallel structures or committees which are selected by the NGOs to act upon the 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the development projects also seem to 
inhibit community participation. These structures stand in the way of the local people 
participating in the designed projects and moreover, the local people are 
marginalized. It has been observed by many researchers that mostly educated, rich, 
elite people are chosen as a sample choice by NGOs. These people are provided 
with the chance to decide developmental needs of areas without asking the actual 
audience of projects (Friedman 1993; Young 1993). Having parallel structures whilst 
most communities have already elected their own development structures, may 
cause them to sway from participating in the development projects. Consequently, 
this is important to the study as it seeks to address the value of community 
participation in development projects. Community participation is valuable when 
grassroots and the elected development community members fully participate in the 
projects. Unlike, NGOs selecting parallel structures to drive the development projects 
in their respective areas. In this regard, community participation should reflect 
strength among community members instead of NGOs manipulating the processes 
of rural governance and community participation. 
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2.5.2 Socio-economic divisions and conflicts 
Divisions and conflicts are also one of the social hindrances that affect communities 
from participating in development projects. Most rural communities have quite a 
number of people from different social and economic backgrounds. These people 
have different needs and interests. For example, what the poor people may deem 
necessary would not necessarily be an interest to the rich and elite people in the 
communities. A community project designed for the common good may in fact be 
divisive if it is seen as benefiting one section. There may be conflicts between 
individual and group interests (Ferron, Morgan, and O’Reilly 2000). Hence, it is 
necessary in community participation that the designed project must benefit all 
members of a society. 
2.5.3 Effects of Gender on community participation 
Gender biases also form part of the factors that affect community participation in 
most development projects. Women are seen to be participating less than men in 
most community development projects. Gender bias in participatory development 
projects may exist in the form of customs, beliefs, and attitudes that confine women 
to the domestic sphere: women’s economic and domestic workloads that impose 
severe time burdens on them (World Bank 1996). Oxfam (2001) argues that women 
are usually forgotten in development and they are treated as passive participants. 
Despite the importance placed upon community participation in development 
programmes, many agencies still experience poor participation of women (Guijt and 
Shah 1998). Women seem to have many tasks thrust upon them hence; their 
participation in development programs is limited.  
It has been noted that in most developing countries, women are seen to be the most 
effective when it comes to participation and decision making. However, these 
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individuals are rather overshadowed by no access to information and duty in the 
household versus the community. This then makes it difficult for them to participate. 
For example the rural water supply project in Tanzania showed that despite efforts to 
mobilize women to take an active part in all project activities, most women in the 
village water committee kept a low profile (Oakley 1991). From the evidence above it 
shows that there is a lot that needs to be done in rural communities to try and 
encourage women to participate in development programs. Women play a crucial 
part in development hence their participation is relevant as some development 
projects cover issues that affect them. 
2.5.4 Poverty 
Poverty has been popularly identified among scholars as one of the major 
contributing factors affecting community participation. According to Okeke (2000) 
poverty ranks the highest among the barriers inhibiting community participation in 
community development projects. Poverty in its essence disempowers local people, 
as such some do not even have the capacity and drive to participate in community 
development programs. The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) (1996) reports 
that most of the rural people living in poverty have no form of structure that 
represents them and their interests because they are isolated and poorly educated 
they are forced to depend on the rural elites who define the development course for 
the community.  
Local people find it hard to participate in development projects that do not have a 
take home pay to their households. In other words, people are not motivated to 
participate if there is no stipend from the projects it still lives them in poverty. 
Tunrago (2009) insists that rural poverty is an evil that has bedevilled Africa. Poverty 
normally has the effect of narrowing the horizons of possibility; it drains energy not 
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only for physical work but for opening up the mind to opportunities. The analysis by 
Tunrago (2009) is rather correct that when poverty exists, local people are drained 
out of their energy and lack the mindset to see opportunities that come their way.  
2.5.5 Education and Information dissemination 
Literacy levels and cultural factors are among the factors that affect community 
participation. Chaudray (1986), states that traditional attitudes and illiteracy are 
handicaps for people’s participation in development projects. That is, some rural 
people are not that literate and do not understand the importance of coming together 
as a community to participate in a project, thus it entails poor participation.  
Another important factor affecting community participation is lack of information 
dissemination. Most rural people are not aware of the projects that are taking place 
in their communities. For this reason, the local people do not participate in the 
development projects. Brahmi and Thakur (2011) give an example of community 
participation in the watershed community development project in Pakistan, that the 
lack of awareness about the project and its benefits was the primary cause of poor 
participation. If people are not aware of a project in the community and are not 
informed about what it is about, they are bound not to attend. This only portrays that 
there has not been much information dissemination on the projects that are being 
implemented in most communities.  
It is essential for people to have access to information at all times concerning their 
community. Kotze (1997) emphasizes that communication is a vital factor in ensuring 
community participation. It is critical that information should be disseminated to 
everyone in the community it should not only be limited to a selected few in the 
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community.Limited information dissemination leads to limited community 
participation and squabbles amongst the community members.  
 
2.6 Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Participatory Development 
According to William (1990), NGOs have grown rapidly in number in recent years 
and now are taking on a larger role in development work. Before getting into detail, 
on the functions and influence of NGOs, it is essential to define what NGOs are.  
There are many different types of NGOs and these include development 
organizations, religious groups and environmental agencies (ActionAid 2003). These 
are seen as non-profit organizations that are always there to support both urban and 
rural communities with development or humanitarian aid. These organizations 
facilitate development projects and other programs in most rural areas, using 
different approaches to engage the local people in them. Participation is critical in 
that it ensures development projects are oriented to producing outcomes that meet 
the needs of the poor. These organizations exist as alternatives in being not 
“governmental” they constitute vehicles for people to participate in development and 
social change in ways that would not be possible through government programmes 
(Miltin et al 2005).  
 
Tvedt (1998) gives a comprehensive definition as he defines NGOs as a common 
denominator for all organizations within the aid channel, whether humanitarian or 
development aid, that is institutionally separated from the state apparatus and is 
non-profit distributing. Consequently, looking into the context of this research, the 
definition given by Tvedt clearly indicates the works of the Institute for Rural 
Technologies and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust as non-profit, as they focus on both 
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development issues and humanitarian purposes.   Following is a discussion on the 
importance of NGOs in participatory development.  
The roles of NGOs involved in relief and development have received increasing 
attention in recent years (Nelson and Wright 1996). Nikkhah and Redzuan (2010) 
contend that, NGOs constitute a viable alternative to government as channels of 
development assistance, particularly in developing countries. NGOs are seen as 
institutions that are able to reach where government cannot reach. Streeten (1997)  
concurs that NGOs are good at reaching and mobilizing the poor and remote 
communities. They help empower people to gain control of their lives and they work 
with and strengthen local institutions, they carry out projects at a lower cost and 
more efficient than government agencies lastly they promote sustainable 
development. These organizations are participatory development facilitators and 
they encourage communities to actively participate in projects, planning, and 
decision making.  
It is essential to view NGOs as innovators. NGOs are sometimes instrumental in the 
introduction of new approaches and techniques, which when adopted bring 
considerable benefits. In this case, community participation is one of the most 
popularized approaches used by NGOs. Narayan and Petesch (2002), assert that 
community participation has been used by some NGOs working in the continent as 
part of the programmes to engage people’s participation. Therefore this portrays that 
NGOs had gone a great mile in trying to introduce participatory approaches not only 
to engage people but also to empower them to drive their own development. 
Chambers (1997) highlights that participation is an NGO term, which weighs the 
importance of empowerment, local knowledge and local definitions of needs and 
wants.  
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NGOs have been included in all sectors of society and economy, providing public 
services including health, education, community development and relief in terms of 
food in situations of drought and other natural disasters. It has been argued by many 
scholars that NGOs have been seen to be better at reaching the poor, obtaining true 
meaningful participation of intended beneficiaries, responsive and flexible to their 
work and achieving outcomes at less cost (Tvedt 1998). Buckland (1998) states one 
of the reasons for the rise of NGOs to prominence has been the perception that they 
have a comparative advantage in community development that has been described 
as grassroots and participatory.  
NGOs have to some order done some good in ensuring that local communities are 
actively participating in community development. However, some scholars contend 
that they seem to have highly popularized community participation. Makuwira (2004) 
notes that the unprecedented upsurge of NGOs and their role in facilitating 
community participation has also invited some degree of scrutiny.  He further adds 
that there is very little understanding of how NGOs actually engage their 
beneficiaries in the decision-making process of identification, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation of the projects that affect their beneficiaries’ lives. It is 
evident here that scholars are debating on the effectiveness of NGOs in service 
delivery, meaning  do they exist for the good of human kind or just for them to 
acquire funding from donors? Brohman (1996) argues that involving the 
beneficiaries, not only in the social, economic and cultural aspects of development, 
but also in the political processes that affect their lives is equally problematic. NGOs 
have to be prepared and well researched on how they will mobilize people and 
encourage participation in the project cycle, as it has been mentioned that the 
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element of involving people is quite problematic. Below are some theoretical 
approaches in support of community participation. 
2.7 Theoretical framework 
A review of literature on community participation reveals that there are basically two 
schools of thought in this study. The first school of thought contends that people are 
capable of identifying their needs and aspirations in their own way. This refers to 
Participatory Development. The second school of thought contends that 
transformation enhances the participation of local people. It carefully listens and 
respects what people know and help people acknowledge what they already know. 
This has been referred to as the Transformative approach to community 
development. The study shall be guided by these two main theories.  
2.7.1 Participatory Development 
Chambers (1997), a proponent of participatory development states that participatory 
development is the continual involvement of communities to express and analyze the 
realities of their lives and conditions, to plan for themselves what action to take and 
to monitor and evaluate the results. Participatory development has been in the 
development discourse since the 1960s, and it emphasizes the need for local people 
or the “rural poor” as Chambers (1997) puts it, to participate in all the cycles of 
development from design, formulation, planning, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation.  
Participatory development emerged with the sole purpose of empowering the local 
people in rural communities who were heavily marginalized by top-down approaches 
and heavily centralized systems of governance. Kapoor (2002) stresses that 
participatory development ostensibly entails discarding neo-colonial tendencies, 
western-centric values and centralized decision making processes. In his analysis 
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Kapoor (2002) adds that participatory development stands for a more inclusive and 
‘bottom up’ approach which aims to promote local empowerment and ownership of 
development programmes.  
Participatory development is supposed to reflect a bottom-up approach whereby 
local people are responsible for their own development programs; from identification 
to implementation without any outside influence. The community development 
projects should reflect the people’s major concerns and capabilities not those of the 
NGOs. This notion is supported by Chambers (2002) that “we” the outsiders 
"participate in “their” project not “they” in “ours”. This clearly brings out the 
importance of the project beneficiaries to actively take part in their projects, local 
people are urged to clearly spell out what their main priorities and ideas are, so as to 
create projects that can respond to their needs. Chambers (2002) also notes that 
these local people must not be passive participants; instead the outsiders must be 
the ones participating in their projects. This supposition is intended to give the 
marginalized people a sense of ownership and responsibility to make decisions on 
their own community development initiatives, without the outsiders influencing them.  
In perspective, community members (villagers) are obligated to identify their 
problems, needs, economic drivers and a vision for their community. This in turn 
shows that these local people are capable of having a self-drive mindset of working 
together and participating in their development. It should be made clear that 
community members are the ones who can best describe their situation, problems 
and necessities not NGOs. NGOs however, are there to facilitate and offer 
assistance where the local people lack capacity, for instance in finance, technical 
skills and access to loans in the implementation of their desired development 
projects. What is important about participatory development is that, the rural people 
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are given an opportunity to voice out their concerns and views, work together 
towards the development of their communities.  
Nevertheless, the situation on the ground reveals that there is a different motion to 
how NGOs facilitate community development projects. Dorsener (2004) insists that 
participation has been a highly fashionable term in current development practice and 
is now practically a sine qua non for project funding. Participatory development 
therefore might just come in very useful in that it empowers the rural people, but it is 
quite paradoxical how NGOs use participation just to obtain project funding. This 
questions the authenticity of participatory development as a tool to improve the 
livelihoods of the rural people.  
In spite of the criticisms outlined above, scholars seem to support participatory 
development as a best practice in rural development. This approach has been a 
buzzword amongst most if not all NGOs. De Berry (1999), suggests that participatory 
development credits people with the ability, even in the most extreme circumstances 
to engage with issues that face them. According to this approach, the beneficiary is 
given more information, responsibility and decision making power in diverse project 
areas including the projects focus, the targeting of beneficiaries, the implementation 
strategy and assessment. This goes on to show that this approach taps into all areas 
of the development process; local people are given an opportunity through 
participation to take charge and make decisions.  This is what Chambers (1993) calls 
a bottom-up approach and the only way that would “put the last first” in achieving 
successful rural development.  
NGOs have popularized the approach of participatory development mostly in rural 
Zimbabwe. Such that if rural communities adhere to participatory development it will 
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allow them to invoke community visioning and to demonstrate the confidence to 
utilize the principles of self help and felt needs. This approach has worked in some 
cases but with others there have been disappointing results. Mohan (2008) 
emphasizes that participatory development reverses the biases which have 
marginalized and alienated the poor. This goes on to show that this approach has to 
an extent puts the “last first”. Local people have been given opportunities to drive 
their own development and make their own decisions through participatory 
development. Participation has thus become an increasingly influential concept in 
the planning of rural development (Oakley 1987). It indeed reverses the biases which 
have marginalized the poor; henceforth, the concept shows that there can be no 
rural development without the participation of the local people.  
2.7.2 Pitfalls of Participatory Development 
Cooke and Kothari (2001) see the idea of participatory development as flawed, 
idealistic or naïve. Assessing the genuineness of the participatory approach these 
scholars view it as an idea that has high expectations but has since not achieved 
such applause. Gueye (2003) depicts that participatory development in Francophone 
Africa is plagued by a number of problems though the impact of participatory 
development must not to be underestimated, has been disappointing given the 
considerable effort made and expectation entertained by NGOs and different actors.  
Consequently, it seems participatory development itself was invented with good 
intentions but not much research was put in. There was not much preparation done 
to get the approach out there to work, once the idea of participatory development 
came out, they (development practitioners, NGOs) focused on the advantages and 
failed to consider that there could be factors both from the NGOs and the local 
communities that could possibly obstruct participatory development. Likewise, it must 
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be considered that there are different people with different opinions who want 
different things hence, there is no universal agreement about participatory 
development.  
Another issue that has risen in the subject of participatory development is that most 
projects are initiated by outsiders and only a few of the locals are selected to 
participate. This means that the majority of the people are not included in these 
development projects. Cadribo (1994), remarks that Africa has been a graveyard of 
development projects due to their failure. This is caused by the lack of local people 
participating in community development programmes. Mkandawire (2001) asserts 
that NGOs and donors take the driver’s seat using participation as a smokescreen 
whilst Africans move to the back seat. Participation is only a blinding tool to facilitate 
development projects in rural communities. 
 Additionally, these so called development projects as remarked by Cadribo (1994) 
have failed hence the phrase “graveyard of development projects”, clearly 
highlighting that they are dormant. In Mkandawire’s (2001) view, rural people in 
Africa are not given the platform to drive the development projects; or rather they are 
passive participants who are told what to do and only participate during the 
implementation stage. This could depict that participatory development has not really 
been facilitated successfully within the rural communities. 
 Participatory development has a bias; almost all scholars who talk of participatory 
development always refer to this concept being utilized mostly by the “poor” or the 
“local” people. Mohan (2001), states that participatory development has an 
obsession with the local as opposed to wider structures of injustice and oppression.  
In essence, participatory development should be for all people, it enhances every 
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human being to participate in matters that strongly involve their input.  Mohan (2008) 
states that, participatory development has been widely used, although conflictual and 
sometimes a violent process whereby the powerless struggle for increased control 
over their lives, as much as they participate in these development projects there are 
certain power dynamics in their communities that hold back the local people from 
participating. This means that participatory development has generally failed to take 
into account the power relations that exist in rural communities and levels of access 
to opportunities in rural communities. Such that, power dynamics occur even at the 
grassroots level, as much as community participation is about empowerment and 
people being able to make decisions for any initiative in their communities, there are 
some barriers that hold local people from participating such as local leadership and 
the rural elite that hold more influence in the communities.  
Following this discussion it could then be stated that not all the people are 
represented nor participate in development projects in the face of participatory 
development. Furthermore, many aspects of communities have been ignored when 
implementing participatory development; rural communities have hierarchies just like 
government, hence the importance of rural governance. Scholars tend to forget 
about this issue when discussing participatory development. Platteu (2003) affirms 
that there is not much space in participatory development therefore, not all potential 
problems connected with participation can be addressed. 
 
Different power relations exist in rural societies and in attempting to implement 
participation, the powerful and influential in that community always take all the 
opportunities (Hickey & Mohan 2004). Smaller populations of the community also 
participate in the projects and  this makes it difficult for development to take place, 
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since the efforts of including the whole population have been directed towards a 
smaller population who are not “poor”, this is what Liebenberg (1997) calls the rural 
elites. Another important aspect to consider about participatory development is the 
fact that it is not an ongoing process. The local people will only participate when a 
development project comes up, and they benefit from it. Although this approach has 
many pitfalls, participatory development is suitable for this research because it 
allows the study to obtain more information on community perceptions and the role 
played by local people and NGOs in development projects. 
 
2.7.3 Transformative Approach 
The study is also informed by the transformative approach. This approach 
encourages inclusion and participation by creating dialogues in which people are 
empowered to express their need (Glaser 1993). The transformative approach 
acknowledges this aspect of power dynamics in rural communities, hence it clearly 
spells out the importance of creating open dialogues amongst people. According to 
Long (1977) the transformational approach is guided by two elements; 
 The participation of people in efforts to improve their standards of living with 
as much reliance as possible on their own initiatives; and 
 The provision of technical and other services in ways which encourage 
initiative, self help, determination, mutual help and to make these more 
effective. 
This approach is mainly concerned with local people improving their lives through 
coming up with their own initiatives where they are active participants in their own 
initiatives. The transformative approach also emphasizes a sense of independence 
not dependence. Local people are urged to participate and rely on their own 
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initiatives without external influence.  Similar to participatory development, the 
transformative approach also emphasizes on empowerment which can be through 
acquiring technical skills and self determination to drive their own development 
initiatives.  
The transformative approach tackles the ‘hard’ problems of injustices and 
environmental degradation (Fraser 2005).  Even Hamdi (1997) explains that 
community participation was initially an outcome of the public pressure demanding 
“environmental justice”.  This approach seeks to understand the nature, power 
dynamics and social construction of various forms of societal change. Therefore, this 
proves that transformative approach has no biases towards the poor, rural elite and 
professionals, it calls for a transformed change in all spheres of society.  
Korten (1990) emphasizes that development is not only about growth but 
transformation. The approach focuses on change and on the transformation of 
community systems to create desirable change, to acclimatize to unavoidable 
change and to disapprove of undesirable change. The transformative approach 
seeks to address the issues of inequality in a more radical manner; it addresses 
justice, sustainability and most of all inclusiveness. Mullaly (2002) stresses, that the 
approach provides a very clear vision of a more just and inclusive society.  This 
approach acknowledges that there are systems that ought to be transformed in order 
for all the populations, in this instance, the rural communities to participate and 
benefit without the rural elites grabbing all the opportunities. Watkins (2003) further 
contends that this approach enables beneficiaries to confront and overcome these 
adversities as it liberates the participants from the mindset of oppression. 
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The transformative approach is guided by three pillars of community development 
which are empowerment, active participation and sustainability.  Lerner (2006) 
confirms that this approach has successfully worked in Canada, using the three 
pillars whereby the government has engaged the local people to participate, what 
Lerner refers to as “letting the people decide”.  In his article, Lerner gives evidence of 
a transformed society in a small city called Guelph in Canada, whereby the residents 
determine how public funds are allocated for community services and infrastructure. 
He further mentions that not only are the participants altering public spending, they 
are also transforming the decision-making process that determines the spending. 
This describes that the local residents of Guelph were empowered to take matters 
into their own hands. Secondly they participated in drafting the budget, and hence 
the end result is that their community projects and programmes are sustainable.  
This shows that this approach has a great deal to offer in social, environmental and 
community development programmes. 
The transformative approach was useful to the study in that, it tackles issues of 
inequality amongst the rural people. Moreover, the approach directly speaks to the 
current study in that rural people must be given an opportunity to fully participate in 
development programs that concern them. This in turn rules out inequality, promotes 
active participation, sustainability and eradication of poverty. This approach also 
gives the beneficiaries full control of the projects that are implemented in their 
communities which in turn encourages more locals to participate.  
2.7.4 Disadvantages of the Transformative Approach 
The transformative approach has its disadvantages it is said to be too ambitious and 
relatively difficult to institute. It is also difficult for large bureaucracies to adopt 
especially those influenced by electoral politics. For instance, in Zimbabwe there are 
 43 
 
electoral politics and it would be difficult to implement because the approach usually 
involves linking the personal issues to those that are local and national. Furthermore, 
this approach involves alienating many ‘powerful’ segments of society, it is also not 
attractive to many ordinary people who remain unconvinced that there is a viable 
alternative (Fraser 2005). Therefore, this approach aims at changing the status quo 
whilst many people would not agree to changing the status quo. 
 
Although this approach has its pitfalls, it is crucial to the current research because it 
upholds the three pillars of community development which are empowerment, 
participation and sustainability.  Moreover, the transformative approach carefully 
listens, and respects what people know; help people acknowledge what they already 
know and the three pillars of this approach are realized under this environment 
(Marie Kennedy 1993). This approach addresses justice, inclusiveness and 
sustainability within the three pillars, which will then harness the participation of the 
people in an effort to improve their levels of living with much reliance to their own 
initiatives.  
With regards to the two approaches outlined above, the study adopted participatory 
development.Participatory development emphasizes processes that seek to 
empower local people to discover solutions to their own problems. This approach is 
also directly linked to community participation of which both have a main focus of 
development programmes responding to the needs of the communities or target 
groups. The approach encourages linkages between communities and planners; 
which enables greater effectiveness of development work. The next chapter focuses 
on the NGO sector in Zimbabwe and the reforms that have been put in place by 
government to enhance community participation. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND THE NGO SECTOR IN ZIMBABWE 
 
3.1 Community Participation as part of reform programs in Zimbabwe 
For a better understanding of the concept of community participation in Zimbabwe, it 
is relevant to review how it emerged and the conditions that made this process 
necessary. After independence from British colonial rule in 1980, the new 
government of Zimbabwe set out to reform the legislation that was harsh and 
segregatory to the Africans. The Native Affairs Act of 1927 empowered the 
colonialists to enforce racial boundaries deeming the white minority superior to 
blacks, the Land Apportionment Act of 1930, saw the blacks being dispossessed of 
their land and settled in Native Areas which were overcrowded with no fertile land. 
Any pretence of promoting African self-government was overrun by White 
supremacist policies (De Valk & Wekwete 1990). For that reason, the new 
governments’ first aim was to remove such segregatory policies and allow for equal 
opportunities in social, political, economic and educational fields.  
In the last three decades, Zimbabwe, just like any other Sub-Saharan country has 
been undergoing intensive reforms which have participation of the people as their 
major priority. Frances, et al (1994) claim that at independence, the new government 
had a declared commitment to decentralize and restructure the government. The 
process of decentralization took many forms, especially in restructuring government 
and creating local structures at grass roots level. According to Frances et al (1994),  
during the formation of the Ministry of Local Government, line ministries such as 
Ministry of Health, Ministry of Energy and Power Development to mention a few were 
also spatially dispersed down to district level and the establishment of local level 
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structures sought to spearhead participatory development. Significantly, traits of 
reform had already begun from national to district level. Also there is mention of 
participatory development which meant that the new government considered giving 
the rural people a voice and a platform to spearhead development in their respective 
areas.  
These reforms were achieved through the Prime Minister’s Directive on 
Decentralization in 1984, which outlined planning structures from village level to 
national level to ensure a more participatory and bottom-up approach to 
development planning (Masendeke et al 2004). These scholars further state that this 
was one giant step towards the decentralization process taken by the government.  
This step meant that people at the grassroots were given the opportunity to 
participate in development planning and decision making which is an opportunity 
they never had during colonialism. The directive created Village and Ward 
Development Committees (VIDCO) and (WADCO) which were put at the forefront to 
engage rural participation in decision making and development. The VIDCOs 
comprised of six individuals who were selected from a village and were in charge of 
spearheading development at village level and to facilitating community participation 
in development projects at the grassroots level. The WADCO in turn was aimed at 
facilitating development and participation at ward level. This clearly shows that the 
rural areas that were neglected during the many years of colonial rule became a 
major concern to the new government.  
The directive also gave birth to the legislative acts such as the Rural District Council 
Act of 1988 and the Provincial Councils and Administration Act of 1985 which made 
it possible for decentralization to take place and to consolidate the administration of 
rural governance issues without any biases. The Provincial Councils and 
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Administration Act which was promulgated in 1985 and was meant to ensure that the 
district development plans were coordinated and presented to the line ministries for 
the dispensation of resources and to investigate the implementation of the annual 
development and other long term plans of the province. The exercise portrayed a 
bottom-up approach as development planning began from the grassroots going up 
wards to national level. Provincial council was to receive plans coming from the 
district levels going up to national level. Whilst the Rural District Councils Act of 
1988, was created so as to end the dual system of local governance based on race, 
it only came into effect in 1993. These reforms were all set to redress the inequalities 
of colonialism and bring in equal development in the rural areas of Zimbabwe. By so 
doing, participatory development was being unfolded not only in theory but in 
practice. This was participation not only from the grass roots but also by the 
government of Zimbabwe. It was a bold intervention for rural areas to receive the 
same attention that was rendered to urban areas.  
Kamuzhanje (2008) clearly brings out the conditions of the Prime Minister’s Directive 
and also the impact of engaging local people in development planning systems. He 
asserts that development planning allows the local people to prioritise the most 
critical issues that need attention in their respective areas. Notably, the local people 
are aware of the situation that they are facing and are empowered to come up with 
solutions to their problems. A bottom-up approach therefore should reflect 
development activities taking place and should be regulated at grass root level by 
community members. Most importantly this shows that people at the grass roots 
should participate in activities that concern them. Kamuzhanje (2008) then presents 
a brief cycle of how development planning takes place in Zimbabwe: 
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“The preparation of development plans starts at the village level. The 
village assembly meets to deliberate on critical issues affecting their 
area. With the assistance of the Village Development Committee 
(VIDCO), the village prepares a village plan which is then deliberated 
by the WADCO and refines it, incorporating the priorities in the ward 
plan. The ward plans are brought to the Rural District Council (RDC), 
which are forwarded to the RDDC for technical appraisal, to tackle 
specific objectives. At that level, the committee also addresses the 
issue of an integrated approach in the implementation of community 
projects. After the preparation of the plan, it is submitted to the full 
council which has the mandate to approve it.  
From the above information, the planning process should be participatory in the spirit 
of the PMD and the many pieces of legislation that support it.  
Masendeke et al (2004), state that planning in Zimbabwe is usually initiated at 
national or district level, to achieve national or district objectives and is often linked to 
particular sectors or types of projects. Following the background of development 
planning, it seems the government encourages the participation of the people in all 
issues that concern them, which in turn represents a bottom up approach and 
empowerment.  Hence, efforts were made by the government for people at grass 
roots level to decide and initiate the type of projects they wanted to implement in 
their areas. This idea is presently evidenced in the development planning cycle 
which starts from the district level to national level. When local people have compiled 
development plans it is the role of the provincial council to assist with resources and 
implements for the projects. Consequently, to some point the decentralization 
process in Zimbabwe managed to integrate local people’s knowledge into 
development planning. This move did not only reflect a bottom up approach but it 
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also gave local people a sense of responsibility and authority in local planning and 
development.  
Despite the achievements of the government in decentralizing the process has been 
put under heavy criticisms, some scholars such as (De Walk & Wekwete 1991; 
Ranger & Bhebhe 2001)  pointing out that the Prime Ministers Directive of 1984 has 
loopholes. It is purported that the objective of the directive was to define the 
administrative structures at provincial and district level, and the relationship and 
channels of communication between all participants in the development at provincial 
and district in order to achieve the coordinated development of provinces and 
districts (Makumbe, 1997). However, all this was a strategy plotted on paper but on 
the ground it was a different scenario.  
According to De Walk and Wekwete (1991), the emphasis of decentralization in 
Zimbabwe has been on the expenditure side of government activity the basis for the 
system lies in a complex participatory planning exercise which is supposed to 
emerge in a truly bottom up fashion. In fact, all local effort and thinking development 
needs often ends up being literally shelved, in the offices of the Ministry of Local 
Government in Harare. This means that not much is done in terms of sending 
funding and implements for the various projects in the district plans. Hence, the 
bottom-up approach is fulfilled in bits and pieces as the Provincial council does not 
respond accordingly to the district plans. The PMD of 1984 gave local people hope 
yet in actual fact it disempowered them as they could not act without a directive or 
resources.     
Herbst (1990), states that it is impossible to differentiate the VIDCO and WADCO 
between the party and the government. Brand (1991) also echoes the same 
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sentiments that the “various administration tiers of decentralization were explicitly 
designed to parallel those of party structures, village and ward development 
committees bore a close resemblance to the village and ward level party structures”. 
This view is considerable in the sense that there is an element of politics in these 
local planning structures. For instance, the chairperson in the WADCO is an elected 
councillor through party politics as compared to VIDCO chairperson who is a village 
head. This could also mean that the government found an opportunity to use 
VIDCOs and WADCOs as sources of influence to the majority, besides the agenda 
of decision making and development planning.  
More and more flaws are visible within the Prime Ministers Directive. Ironically, it 
reflects local level structures as champions of development, though the document 
only outlines VIDCOs and WARDCOs as planning units, without any implementing 
mechanisms. Bhebhe & Ranger (2001) state that there were too many leadership 
structures within one small entity. Furthermore, the foundation of the directive was 
laid upon people who were not educated about this type of system and the 
government took this huge step of decentralization without thorough research being 
done on it. The central government thus, was not empowered and prepared to 
understand the roles that they were supposed to partake for people driven 
development. 
Moreover, Conveyers (2003) states that there has been a major gap between 
rhetoric and reality in decentralization policies as little power has been decentralized. 
Meaning that from the beginning, decentralization did not fully act accordingly to the 
reforms that were outlined by the PMD. It seems like devolution in this case was not 
fully applied onto the legal framework. Even Stockfil (1994) emphasizes that 
decisions and development programs in Zimbabwe were and are still made in the 
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“ivory towers” of the government offices. He further argues that the problem often 
associated with this approach is that development plans do not usually suit the 
realities on the ground and this renders them unsustainable. This in turn can reduce 
community participation in the rural areas as what the local people would have 
compiled in their development plans is not seen as relevant by the central 
government. Another point to consider is that central government deems the rural 
populace as being unable to contribute anything meaningful to the development 
plans as they lack sufficient knowledge.  
Despite these loopholes, the government of Zimbabwe managed to facilitate a few 
projects at district level that included the participation of the people at the grassroots. 
Masendeke & Matumbike (2001) highlight, that there are some programs that have 
been viewed and implemented to date encompassing the participation of 
communities which include the Integrated Rural Water Supply and Sanitation 
Program, the Communal Area Management Project for Indigenous Resources 
(CAMPFIRE), the District Environmental Action Plan (DEAP). These scholars 
contend that these are some of the programs that emphasize community 
participation from the identification to the implementation of the various projects. This 
brings to fore the importance of having the local people participate, in order for a 
project to take off. Additionally, development projects are not complete unless and 
until there are communities involved.  
It is also essential to describe the way the VIDCOs and WADCOs have been 
working post 2008 Zimbabwean crisis. Despite them being unable to be champions 
of development during the 2008 crisis, these local level institutions have managed to 
keep some of the projects sustainable with the assistance of the rural district 
councils and NGOs. These projects include CAMPFIRE, Integrated Rural 
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Development Program (IRDP) are one of the few projects that were still being 
implemented and monitored closely. 
The above background depicts the trends of community participation in Zimbabwe. 
In as much as decentralization was a good initiative, the framework lacked a bottom 
up approach. This notion is supported by Matondi (2008), who declares that the 
government wanted to maintain a “big brother” relationship with the local authorities 
and it is because of this reason that there was not much devolution of power. But 
still, the directive itself did not allow for effective community participation as it was 
restrictive and did not give the local people full control over development projects 
under their jurisdiction.  
3.1.2 Steps taken to improve Community participation in Zimbabwe 
Zimbabwe has faced quite a number of challenges in trying to achieve community 
participation in rural areas. This came after the realization that the development 
planning systems were a failure. Central government agencies and other local 
government stakeholders had not been initiating the planning process (Matondi 
2008). The government also encountered problems in the development planning 
exercise due to resource limitations. As a result, community participation became 
limited. This led to the rise of Non-Governmental Organizations in the country, with 
the aim of assisting the government with funds and resources to continue with 
community development programs in rural areas which in turn would encourage the 
local people to participate in these programs.  
As discussed in the previous chapter, NGOs are a common denominator for all 
organizations within the aid channel, whether humanitarian or developmental, that is 
institutionally separated from the state apparatus and is non-profit distributing (Tvedt 
 52 
 
1998). These institutions have been working extensively in rural Zimbabwe 
facilitating development projects to alleviate poverty, utilizing participatory 
approaches to enhance participation of local people. Mwansa (1995) states that the 
participation of NGOs in development has played a significant role which is 
supplementary to the role of the government. In other words, the government of 
Zimbabwe was unable to provide for the rural people and the NGOs came in to fill in 
the gaps using participatory approaches and the existing structures set out by the 
government to engage local people in development projects. 
Most development planning initiatives had been pretty much dominated by top-down 
tendencies. From these pitfalls, emerged community based planning which was a 
system to engage local people in development planning, however this exercise was 
headed by most NGOs in rural Zimbabwe. Ngwenya et al (2008) agree that 
community based planning came about because decentralized development 
planning and management systems in Zimbabwe had failed.  
Goldman & Abbot (2004), observe that community based planning (CBP) is based 
on planning by the communities, which is not limited but linked to the local and 
national government planning systems. Quite similar to the Prime Minister’s Directive 
that outlines a uniform system of development planning procedures community 
based planning was an integrated attempt of NGOs and government working 
together to encourage development planning by communities. However, in this 
scenario there were to be no limits, communities would go as far as implementation 
with the assistance of NGOs in funding and resource allocations for the projects 
outlined in the development plans.   
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Goldman & Abbot (2004) further give empirical evidence that community based 
planning has been undertaken not only in Zimbabwe but in South Africa, Ghana, 
Francophone Africa, Asia and Latin America. Significantly, community based 
planning is important as it attempts to make planning and resource allocation 
systems more responsive to the local people’s needs and in improving the quality of 
services, while deepening democracy through promoting community action and 
involvement in planning and managing local development (Goldman & Abbot 2004). 
This proves that all these efforts were undertaken to engage the local people in 
issues that involve them, regardless of them not having that much authority in their 
areas. 
Community based planning is not only a tool used to come up with development 
plans, but also to persuade local people to participate frequently in issues that 
concern them. Matumbike & Masendeke (2001) assert that community based 
planning is regarded as a means of achieving a more tangible development 
objective. Additionally, these scholars contend that not only does community based 
planning make plans more relevant to local needs, but also it increases community 
participation and people’s control over their own lives and livelihoods.  Hence, the 
more people participate in community development projects, the more a sense of 
ownership prevails as these programs respond to their needs.  
The next section discusses the NGO sector and the state in Zimbabwe. It focuses on 
relations between NGOs and the state, narrowing it down to community development 
projects that are facilitated in the rural areas of Zimbabwe so as to enhance the 
participation of local people and to alleviate poverty.  
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3.2 NGOs and the State in Zimbabwe  
The operation of civil society organizations in Zimbabwe has been governed by 
legislation since the colonial era (NGO Law Monitor 2011). These organizations have 
played a great deal of significance in society. Civil society includes non-profit making 
organizations from the community based (CBOs) to nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs). Nongovernmental organizations have played a significant part not only in 
rural development but in policy making, human rights, and also during the colonial 
era to suppress colonial struggles and strive for non violence. Mpofu (2011) states 
that NGOs have undergone tremendous transformation in Zimbabwe in the last three 
decades with regard to their legal and organizational form, the content of their work 
and strategies and the nature of their constituencies. These organizational roles 
have been ever-changing possibly due to the prevailing situations in Zimbabwe, for 
instance socio-economic and political factors. This spells out that the more situations 
mounted in Zimbabwe, such as poverty, natural disasters, cholera, HIV/AIDS the 
more the NGOs tried to counter the crises.  
NGOs started operating during the colonial era, although their operations were on 
condition that they were in support of the British settler rule; church based 
organizations such as Lutheran Church operated during that time (Moyo 1995). This 
depicts that the state had relations with NGOs though this relationship was bound by 
conditions. In spite of these conditions, NGOs increased during the liberation 
struggle (1970s) to support the African liberation movements. Organizations such as 
the Catholic Commission for Justice and Peace (CCJP) and the Christian 
Commission, advocated for nonviolence and human rights during the struggle 
(Mpofu 2011).  The relationship between NGOs and the liberation movements also 
stretched to independence as they shared the same view with the new government 
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of removing segregatory policies and uplifting human rights and democracy. NGOs 
have played a significant role in catering for the needs of the people regardless of 
any situation that arises at any given time. To add on, these organisations utilise 
participatory methodologies to engage local people to participate in community 
development programmes. This is an important aspect as this study reveals the 
extent to which NGOs empower local people to confront and deal with factors that 
affect their livelihoods. 
According to an assessment by the National Association of Nongovernmental 
organizations (NANGO 2000), the 1980s had an increase in the number of NGOs 
focusing on social, economic development. Following independence, and as the 
socio economic situation in post independent Zimbabwe deteriorated in the late 
1990s, there was a huge shift of emphasis for both old and new civil society 
organizations from issues dealing with democracy, and governance to development 
(NGO Law Monitor 2011).  Development was a more pressing issue as rural areas in 
Zimbabwe had not received that much attention in terms of agriculture, infrastructure 
and development projects that could sustain the livelihoods of local people.   
In present day Zimbabwe, NGOs have been working extensively in service delivery 
hand in hand with government agencies amongst other things. The relationship 
between the state and NGOs has been rather unpleasant as the government has 
placed conditions attached to the operations of NGOs. The aid that NGOs get from 
the donors should be directed through to the government who in turn has to approve 
the development projects before the NGOs are allowed to operate. This clearly 
delays the implementation of projects as the NGOs are not sure whether or not they 
will revive their funds to carry on with their work.  What is important to note is the 
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legislation governing the operations of NGOs in Zimbabwe which has changed over 
time due to the changing political climates, 
  “Some NGOs and churches are causing too much confusion in the 
country because they are converting their humanitarian 
programmes into politics.” (Paul Mangwana, the Minister of Public 
Service, labor and Social Welfare. Zimbabwe. Address to 
Parliament July 2004).  
From the remarks above, it seems the relationship between some NGOs and the 
state has soured. As a result, the government of Zimbabwe drafted a bill in the year 
2004 to control the operations of NGOs in Zimbabwe.  It is also important to note that 
the NGO Bill of 2004 could have influenced the fast growing of NGOs that 
specialized in community development despite the stringent laws governing them. As 
NGOs that normally dealt with human rights and democracy were accused of 
coverting their programmes into politics.  
The NGO Consultancy Africa (2008), reports that Zimbabwe has many laws that 
have been set in place to limit the rights of NGOs. Almost every element of life in 
Zimbabwe is now regulated and this means that NGOs have to operate in a highly 
regulated environment. For instance, the 2004 NGO Bill which is quite similar to the 
Private Organisations Act (PVO) further introduced more regulations to the 
operations of NGOs. The bill increases government representation on the NGO 
Council, and requires that NGOs re-apply annually, with each NGO submitting a 
three year activity plan when applying for registration (Moyo 2005).  
It is also relevant to note that there were factors that led to the Zimbabwean 
government implementing the 2004 NGO bill. Moyo (2005), explains that during the 
period of 2004 to 2008, Zimbabwe had embarked on the Land Reform program 
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which to most NGOs had violated the human rights of the white minority. To add on, 
most government officials even re iterated that NGOs that were coming into the 
country were agents of the West. The NGO Bill of 2004 was then created to give the 
Zimbabwean government full control of donor funding from NGOs and the programs 
that NGOs were to implemt in the country. 
The NGO bill of 2004 practically gives the government supreme authority and as one 
of the regulations, the government is able to cancel the registration certificate and 
ban any group that violates the conditions of registration. This is much like the 
Ethiopian Proclamation that established a regulatory agency with virtually limitless 
powers including the authority to revoke the registration status and dissolve 
organizations which it suspects of “misconduct or mismanagement” or participating 
in “unlawful purposes” which are contrary to national or public interest (Elone 2007). 
Regardless of these regulations, NGOs in Zimbabwe have adapted to the 
environment and continue to work with government ministries who keep an eye on 
their operations from the ground.  
There are various nongovernmental organizations operating in Zimbabwe, ranging 
from community based organizations, trusts, and faith based organizations which 
form part of the country’s civil society. All these organizations work in different fields 
but have one common objective to work for the good of human kind. Mpofu (2011) 
purports that Plan and CARE Zimbabwe are some of the biggest NGOs which have 
been primarily concerned with poverty alleviation in the rural areas of Zimbabwe 
through programmes such as the supplementary feeding programmes which involve 
the distribution of food such as cereals, maize, oil and pulses to food insecure 
households thereby alleviating poverty. These NGOs have an agenda of alleviating 
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poverty and the only way to achieve that is to encourage the communities to 
participate in the programmes they facilitate. 
However in this study, focus is going to be drawn on NGOs that are concerned with 
rural development work. These include the Catholic Development Commission 
(CADEC), Practical Action Southern Africa, HEIFER International, and Organization 
of Rural Associations for Progress (ORAP), Christian Care and also some 
community based trusts fall into part in rural development projects. These are very 
popular with rural development work facilitating various development projects with 
the local communities to improve the livelihoods of the people and to develop the 
community. Klugman (2000) points out that rural development works hand in hand 
with poverty alleviation. In this case, they strive to fill in gaps left by government 
departments who cannot deliver services due to lack of resources.   
Zimbabwe is estimated to have 2000 NGOs which are engaged in a wide range of 
development work stretching from children’s rights, advancement of women, 
disabled persons, HIV/AIDS, environment protection, democracy and governance, 
vocational skills training, poverty alleviation, human rights and humanitarian aid to 
rural development (NANGO 2000). Essentially, this shows that a lot of NGOs are 
operating in the country for various development works. Most of these development 
programmes function in different rural areas across Zimbabwe. Mashita (2003) 
reiterates that development projects differ from area to area, due to the climatic 
conditions; Zimbabwe has a population of more than 12 million of which 75% live in 
communal areas, 90% of these areas are located in the natural regions III, IV and V.  
Most of the projects are based on what the community members deem as their 
economic drivers, from agricultural farming, culture, cattle breeding and vegetable 
gardens, to mention just a few. These projects are seen as bringing in income to the 
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community and a change of the scene in terms of improved infrastructure and 
improved living conditions.  
 Most NGOs in Zimbabwe follow a unique pattern to community development work. 
They strive not only to alleviate poverty, but also to empower the local communities 
through participation. Their projects seem to cover a lot of areas that are relevant in 
all aspects of life such as health, education and infrastructural development.  This is 
evident in the Kanyemba Community Development project in Zimbabwe that took 
place from the year 1987 to 1993. According to a report by the Canadian 
International Development Agency (CIDA 1998) the purpose of the project was to 
promote increased agricultural production, provide access to safe, clean water, 
primary education and build sanitary facilities for the community. lt seems this project 
covered all aspects of life from education, health, sanitation and agriculture for both 
subsistence and commercial purposes.  
The Canadian International Development Agency emphasizes that the full 
involvement and participation of the community in the management and 
implementation of the project activities was one of the key factors that accounted for 
achieving significant results in the project. Consequently, whilst NGOs operating in 
the rural areas encourage the full participation of local people, these projects in turn 
motivate community ownership. Cleary, the participation of rural communities in 
development projects is closely linked to the theory of participatory development 
which covers the priorities of local people. 
3.3 Chapter Summary 
In summation, for all community programmes to take off successfully there is need to 
involve community members. For this reason, the government of Zimbabwe adopted 
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a socialist policy so as to include people in local planning and decision making. 
Although, the PMD did not live up to its expectations, the directive seemed to be 
effective and represented rural people in that these people had been given the 
opportunity to decide, plan and implement some development programs. To some 
extent the central government failed to fund most projects; thus community 
participation became an illusion. This saw the rise of NGOs who provided a different 
approach to community development planning, by introducing community based 
planning which improved development planning in rural Zimbabwe. Though, NGO-
State relationships have not been smooth, given the legislation that controls their 
operations, they still operate in rural communities in an attempt to alleviate poverty 
and bring about sustainable community development. NGOs have evolved from the 
role they used to play during the colonial times and have shifted to development 
oriented programmes encouraging the full participation of communities.
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH METHODS 
 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes in detail how the data was collected and the approach the 
researcher used in conducting the research work. The chapter also outlines the 
basis for selecting two villages, each from Masendu ward in Bulilima District and 
Izimnyama small scale ward in Mangwe District. Primary and secondary methods of 
data collection were used in this study. The rationale behind the selection of Bulilima 
and Mangwe Districts for the study as opposed to other districts was the availability 
of NGOs and Community Trusts in the area that enhance sustainable community 
development projects through the participation of the local people.   
The research was done with the permission and consent of the Bulilima and Mangwe 
Rural District Councils and the local leadership. The local languages Kalanga and 
Ndebele were used to ensure easy communication with the targeted groups; as such 
the questionnaires were translated from English to Kalanga and Ndebele.   
4.1.1 Scope of the research 
The research focused on various development projects in both Izimnyama and 
Masendu wards these include cattle breeding, nutrition gardens, and small scale 
farming as strategic business units. These projects according to Khanye (2005) are 
aimed at enhancing the livelihoods of the rural people. These projects are funded by 
the Institute of Rural Technologies (IRT) and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust (TBT) and they 
are all at different stages of implementation.  
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4.1.2 Description of Study Area/ Site 
The research was carried out in two villages of Masendu ward (Masendu Central and 
Mambo villages) in Bulilima District and two villages in Izimnyama ward (Mapulula 1 
and Vaka villages) in Mangwe district and the development projects were facilitated 
by Institute for Rural Technologies (IRT) and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust (TBT). IRT and 
TBT have been working in Bulilima and Mangwe since 2003, facilitating community 
development projects. The development projects that have been facilitated in 
Bulilima and Mangwe are nutrition gardens, cattle breeding, marula processing, goat 
rearing and small scale farming. 
 
Bulilima-Mangwe Area is situated in the South-West of Zimbabwe along the 
Botswana-Zimbabwe border. What was previously one district is now in fact three 
Districts, which is Mangwe, Plumtree and Bulilima (Magadza, 2006). The population 
of the District is approximately 225 000 (Central Statistics Office 2011). It is a highly 
rural district with most of the population living in villages, often with dispersed or 
scattered homesteads outside Plumtree, the only urban settlement within the district.  
Economic activities are mainly confined to agriculture and wildlife conservation with 
very little service provision.  A large amount of the District falls in Natural region IV of 
Zimbabwe, which is most suitable for semi-extensive farming. Rainfall is too low with 
the average being 500mililetres and uncertain for any significant cash cropping and 
traditionally most of the population rely on livestock production and the growing of a 
few drought resistant crops (Moyo 2002). 
 
Masendu ward is one of the biggest wards in Bulilima rural district, situated 53km 
north of Plumtree Town along the Plumtree Ndolwane Road. The ward is under the 
jurisdiction of Chief Masendu. It consists of six villages and covers an area of 42km. 
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The ward’s economic drivers are livestock, marula and basketry. The Izimnyama 
communal ward is situated 10km from Plumtree town along Plumtree – Mphoengs 
road in Mangwe district. The ward is close to Plumtree town and the economic 
drivers are livestock, cross border trading and bee keeping.  
 
Bulilima and Mangwe districts are of Kalanga origins, but due to migration and 
colonization there has been an infiltration of Ndebele speaking people. Masendu 
ward is a strong Kalanga community whilst Izimnyama ward is both Ndebele and 
Kalanga speaking community. Hence, these people are from two different tribes 
though they fall under the jurisdiction of one chief. It could be possible that tribal 
tensions arise hence low community participation in the development projects. 
4.2 Research Design  
Cooper and Schindler (2003:146) outline a research design as a plan and structure 
of investigation so conceived as to obtain answers to research questions. The main 
purpose of the research design is that it provides a plan of action and answers for 
questions such as; what techniques were used to access data? Or what sampling 
technique was used in the study? Huysamen (2001) justifies that a research design 
is a plan or blueprint according to which data is to be collected to investigate the 
research hypothesis or questions in the most economical manner. 
 
The research strategy used in this study is the case study. The researcher made use 
of this research strategy because as Flick (2009) states the term “case” is rather 
broadly understood here, you can take persons, social communities for example 
families, organizations and institutions (such as a nursing home) as the subject of a 
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case analysis. This approach is suitable for this study solely wanted to acquire 
information of rural communities and their participation in development projects.  
Huysamen (2001) highlights that there are three aspects that deserve special 
mention as far as conducting a case study is concerned: 
 The case should be defined or demarcated, in other words, its boundaries 
should be determined. For instance this study looks into local peoples’ 
participation who are the beneficiaries of development projects in two districts 
in Zimbabwe. 
 
 Whichever technique is used for purposes of data collection, the concern 
should be merely with a description of what is being observed and to search, 
in an inductive fashion, for recurring patterns and consistent regularities.  
 
 An attempt is usually made to corroborate findings by using at least three 
different approaches. For instance, in this study the researcher used in-depth 
interviews, open-ended questionnaires and secondary sources such as 
journal articles and books.  
 
The study adopted the case study design primarily because it needs to evaluate the 
extent of community participation in NGO development projects. Flick (2009) states 
that case studies can capture the process understudy in a very detailed and exact 
way. The study chose two wards that have similar development projects that have 
the participation of local people as a priority. In addition, Masendu and Izimnyama 
wards may share their experiences of how they have been working together as 
communities to implement development projects.   
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Despite the advantages it has to be pointed out that case studies also have 
shortfalls. Scholars such as Yin (1994) highlight that the case study is usually sloppy 
and is often accused of lack of rigour. This meaning that most data that might have 
been collected using a case study can be biased which makes it easy to influence 
the findings. Moreover, Tellis (1997) further adds that one of the disadvantages of 
case studies is that they are labelled as too long, difficult to conduct and producing a 
massive amount of documentation. Hence, this could mean that the researcher is at 
high risk because if the data collected is not managed and organised thoroughly.   
 
What is of importance is that case studies are not restricted. The case study enabled 
the research to focus on more than one ward, which also made it possible to use a 
number of sources and methods of investigation, which also contributed to the 
findings of this study. Scholars such as Creswell (2005) emphasize that case studies 
are able to fully use the potential of certain methods. As a result, this is one of the 
advantages and reasons why the case study design was employed. 
4.3 Research Methodology    
The study used a qualitative research methodology. In broad terms qualitative 
research is an approach that allows you to examine people’s experiences in detail, 
by using a specific set of research methods such as in-depth interviews, focus group 
discussions and observations (Hennick et al). Qualitative research makes it easier 
for the researcher to flexibly explore the field with the aim of assessing specific 
information to come up with accurate results.  
 
Babbie (1999) stresses a few key features that are visible in qualitative research, 
and these features are; research is conducted in the natural setting; the primary aim 
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is an in-depth understanding of the actors and events and the focus is rather on the 
process rather than the outcome. In this study, the qualitative research approach 
provided the researcher with the chance to determine the challenges, experiences 
and views of the research participants. This study attempted to evaluate the extent to 
which community members participate in projects, their challenges and perceptions 
of these projects. Local peoples’ participation was measured in the form holding 
regular meetings  with the local people so as to identify their needs, design, plan and 
make decisions on which development project is suitable for them. Their experiences 
were described as well as possible solutions that could be implemented to 
encourage people led development. Hence, the point by Denzin and Lincoln (2008) 
that qualitative research involves an interpretative naturalistic approach to the world. 
This means that qualitative research is the study of things in their natural settings, 
attempting to make sense of, interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people 
bring to them. 
4.4 Research Population and Sampling 
Population is defined as a collection of all the elements that are being studied and 
that are used to draw conclusions. According to Leedy (2005) a research population 
refers to the total set of units in which the investigation is interested. In this study, the 
research population included residents of Izimnyama and Masendu wards who are 
beneficiaries of the development projects. These included youth, adult men and 
women who were used as the basic units of analysis and were selected using 
systematic random sampling. The researcher had received the register for the 
project beneficiaries from the ward councillors and utilised systematic random 
sampling, selecting 15 project beneficiaries from each village. Each village has thirty 
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project beneficiaries and beneficiaries were systematically selected at the second 
interval.  
 
However, the study was unable to cover the whole population in both wards, as it 
was rather too large hence, a sample was used. A sample is a relatively small 
section from within the population. It was out of this population that the study 
selected direct participants to form the research sample.  
4.4.1 Population sample  
Trochim (2006) defines sampling as a process of selecting units (for example people 
or organizations) from a population of interest. This study used simple random 
sampling in selecting two villages each from Masendu ward and Izimnyama ward. To 
note, is that both these wards are comprised of six villages each. Huysamen (2001), 
states that simple random sampling is useful in that it is representative of the whole 
population and each member of the population has the same chance of being 
included. The villages were selected using this type of sampling which is mostly 
likened to the lottery system. For each ward, the researcher wrote down all six 
villages on different paper, placed them in a jar, shuffled them and asked the 
councillors for each ward  to randomly pick two papers with village names on them. 
Simple random sampling also gives all members a chance to be selected, in this 
case this type of sampling created an opportunity for any villages to be chosen for 
the case study. As a result, Masendu Central and Mambo villages were selected 
from the six villages in Masendu ward whilst, Mapulula 1 and Vaka villages were 
selected from Izimnyama ward. The reason for this type of sampling is that it is 
feasible.  
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Inspite of the advantages that have been stated above, simple random sampling has 
disadvantages. Black (2000) opines that, whilst simple random sampling ensures the 
unbiased choice of subjects it could lead to the assembly of a sample which does not 
represent the population well and this could be described as a sampling error. In 
addition, it is essential for researchers to have a large sample size so as to minimize 
the likelihood of incorrect results. The researcher took note of these shortfalls, and 
maintained a large sample size by selecting two villages from each ward to ensure 
that the population was well represented.  
4.4.2 Sample size  
The research sample was more inclined to the project beneficiaries and the field 
operations officers from the two NGOs; the Institute for Rural Technologies (IRT) and 
Tjinyunyi Babili Trust (TBT), as these were the key respondents in this research 
study. The respondents were chosen on the basis of their influence in these 
community development projects. The study sample comprised of 62 participants 
these participants were systematically selected from a village register which was 
used as the sampling frame. The number of participants chosen were taken from the 
different projects that were currently being implemented in their villages namely, 
cattle breeding, goat rearing, nutrition gardens, marula processing and small scale 
farming. In-depth interviews were carried out with two of the field operations officers 
from IRT and TBT to get a deeper understanding of the projects, and the 
contributions that have been made by community members. These were selected 
using purposive sampling. In addition, unstructured open ended questionnaires were 
administered to project beneficiaries who included men, women and the youth. The 
participants for the questionnaires were selected using systematic random sampling.  
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4.4.3 Purposive Sampling    
The study used the purposive sampling technique to select the key informants from 
the Institute for Rural Technologies and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust. Seale et al (2004) 
state that purposive sampling is the most important kind of non-probability sampling, 
because researchers rely on their experience, ingenuity and or previous research 
findings to deliberately obtain participants in such a manner that the sample obtained 
may be regarded as representative of the relevant population. The basis for using 
the purposive sampling technique was that it allowed the researcher to select the 
respondents who had better knowledge of the community development projects that 
were facilitated in the two wards.  
 
The sampling technique was of relevance as the researcher managed to carry out an 
in-depth analysis. The key concern was to acquire meaningful understanding of the 
projects that were being facilitated and this type of sampling targeted the NGO field 
officers. This was advantageous in that precise contexts of the purposely chosen 
cases were made rather than attempting to generalise from the broader population.  
4.5 Data Collection Methods  
The study relied on in-depth interviews and questionnaires to acquire data from the 
participants. Secondary data was also collected from books and journals, document 
analysis on community participation was also employed.  
4.5.1 Interviews 
In-depth interviews were used as a method of collecting data in this study.  An 
interview is a conversation with the respondent to gather data and cross validate 
information from the reports. These gave the opportunity of instant feedback and 
enabled probing of complex answers.  
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According to Cohen and Crabtree (2006) in depth interviews allow the respondents 
the freedom to express their views in their own terms; they provide reliable, 
comparable qualitative data. On the other hand Kotler (1999) identifies two forms of 
face to face interviews namely individual and group interviews. The researcher used 
individual interviewing to collect data from the project officers. As it was mentioned 
before by Cohen and Crabtree (2006), these interviews enable the participants to 
speak freely. Moreover, individual interviewing gave every respondent the 
opportunity to say out their line of thought without being influenced by group 
psychology.  
 
In-depth interviews encouraged the respondents to go deeper and deeper into their 
levels of thought. One of the merits of utilizing indepth interviews was that the 
researcher was able to use non-verbal communication during interviews and read 
facial gestures of respondents on sensitive topics. However, it is possible that the 
respondents might have felt uneasy and intimidated by the in depth interviews, 
hence holding back some data as it was not in their best interests to divulge the 
information. The interview guide consisted of questions that sought to acquire data 
on how NGOs facilitate development projects in the villages and wards, what type of 
methodologies they have employed to engage the local people, challenges 
encountered in facilitating these projects, and most importantly the reasons that 
made these organizations facilitate development projects in Bulilima and Mangwe 
districts. 
4.5.2 Questionnaires  
A questionnaire is defined as an instrument for collecting data through carefully laid 
down questions. Leedy and Ormrod (2009) view a questionnaire as a common place 
for observing data beyond the physical reach of the observer. These scholars further 
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state that a good questionnaire must have three characteristics and these include 
clarity, devoid of leading and complex questions. Questionnaires, therefore, must 
appeal, be simple and have easily understood questions such that individuals can 
interpret and make meaning and sense out of them.  
 
The questionnaires in this study had open-ended questions, allowing the 
respondents to fully express their answers. Downey (2010) states that open-ended 
questionnaires allow researchers to better access the respondents’ choices that 
actually reflect their feelings. Sixty questionnaires were administered to the selected 
project beneficiaries and they comprised of two sections; Section A sought for 
demographic information such as age, sex, education and marital status whilst 
section B consisted of a set of unstructured questions to acquire data on community 
participation, the types of projects the participants are involved in, factors affecting 
community participation and lastly about special skills rendered to the local people 
for the development project to enhance participation.   
 
The researcher personally administered the questionnaires to the selected sample of 
participants. This was done to ensure that all the sections of the questionnaire were 
answered. Apart from allowing the respondents to freely express their feelings, open-
ended questionnaires were designed to focus specifically on a particular problem. To 
add, on open ended questions in qualitative research allowed the researcher to 
explore and examine people’s experiences in detail and assessing specific 
information. The focus of the study was community participation, its challenges and 
possible solutions that can enhance more participation within rural communities. 
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4.6 Secondary Data  
The research extensively used reports, books and journals in gathering secondary 
data. The advantage of using secondary data is that it provides three qualities in the 
study and these are convenience, accuracy and affordability. Mpofu (2011) asserts 
that secondary data can also be gathered more quickly and is less costly. However, 
one of the disadvantages of this type of source is that at times data that is found 
does not address the exact problem the researcher is addressing and some 
materials are outdated and do not help much in giving the current information (Dirwai 
and Gwimbi, 2003). For the purpose of this study, secondary sources were used to 
clarify issues on participation of the communities in NGO development projects. 
These secondary sources also harmonized with the primary sources. 
4.6.1 Data Analysis and Validation 
According to De Vos (2005) data analysis entails the process of bringing order, 
structure and meaning to the mass of collected data. The researcher used thematic 
analysis as it is a descriptive presentation of data of which according to Braun and 
Clark (2008) is widely used in qualitative data. Thematic analysis is a method of 
qualitative research based on participants conceptions and focuses on examining 
themes within data (Creswell 2005). Thematic analysis allowed the researcher to 
discuss common themes from the data gathered on the participation of rural 
communities in NGO development projects. It offers an accessible and theoretically 
flexible approach to analyzing qualitative data.  
4.6.2 Ethical Considerations  
For data to be collected, the researcher sought for an ethical clearance from the 
University of Fort Hare and from Bulilima and Mangwe rural district councils. It was 
also of importance to ensure that the population being studied benefited from the 
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findings of the research. The purpose and nature of the study were also explained to 
the participants so as to avoid deception. Creswell (2005) states that ethical issues 
need to be considered most during the data collection process. It is important that 
the data collected from the respondents is treated with confidentiality.  
The researcher also in turn took into consideration that there might be some 
respondents who wanted to remain anonymous. In this regard names were not 
included in the questionnaires. With regards to research, most researchers want to 
receive credit for their contributions and do not want to have their ideas stolen or 
disclosed prematurely (Resnik, 2010). Therefore, the researcher acknowledged the 
citations used in the study. 
4.7 Chapter Summary 
The research methodology was an important part of this study as it laid down the 
foundation for conducting the research. It also created the starting point for data 
analysis and data interpretation by the researcher. The qualitative research 
approach used in this study was relevant in that it assisted the researcher in 
investigating the topic flexibly with the intention of attaining specific data from the 
respondents. Hence this was made possible through the use of a case study design.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN NGO DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS IN 
BULILIMA AND MANGWE DISTRICTS 
 
5.1 Introduction 
The chapter explores community participation in NGO development projects. The 
research focused on the following research questions; what is the extent of 
community participation in NGO development projects? And, what are the factors 
that affect community participation in development projects? These research 
questions investigated whether these projects responded to the needs of the people. 
The information was gathered from respondents in two rural districts namely, 
Bulilima district in Masendu ward and Mangwe district in Izimnyama ward. The 
responses obtained from both the questionnaires and interviews are discussed and 
presented in light of the theoretical approaches on community participation that were 
selected in this study.  
5.2 Analysis of the demorgraphic Information  
5.2.1 Gender  
From the 60 questionnaires that were administered, 63% of the participants were 
male whilst 37% of the participants were female. The researcher observed that there 
was a gender imbalance in the participation process in development projects within 
the rural communities of Bulilima and Mangwe districts. According to a report by the 
United Nations (2003), Zimbabwe has a gender empowerment measure of 0.359 
and it is ranked 5 out of 9 selected SADC countries. But even in this position the 
participation of women in politics, socio-economic issues, development and in 
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decision making has continued to be a challenge especially in rural areas where the 
society is still absolutely patriarchal.  
5.2.2 Age  
The age distribution of these community members varied between 18 years to 40 
and above. Of these respondents the majority which was 55% of the participants fell 
above the ages of 40+, whilst 17% were 18-24 years of age, 31-40 years recorded 
15% of participants and 25-30 recorded 13% respondents respectively.  This depicts 
that most of the responses came from the adults who perhaps might have had a 
deeper insight of the projects. However, it also shows that there is no equal age 
representation in these community development projects in the sample, youths who 
are the most able bodied individuals are not fully represented. Rasmussen (2003) 
highlights that usually youths hardly participate in development issues chiefly 
because adults frequently make decisions on behalf of the children and youth 
without seeking input from the very audience that they presume to represent. 
Furthermore, it is important to take into account that Bulilima and Mangwe is 
connected to three borders leading to Botswana and South Africa, most of these 
youths cross the border in search of employment opportunities (IOM 2009). All 
respondents, regardless of an unbalanced age distribution, came up with very 
interesting responses.  
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5.2.3 Distribution of Marital Status 
In terms of marital status 63% of the respondents were married, 5% widowed, 25% 
were single and 7% were divorced.  
5.2.4 Educational levels 
Female respondents had the lowest educational background as 38% of them went 
as far as primary education. This is in contrast to the male respondents who had the 
highest educational level; 62% having attended secondary school. While the gender 
gap in primary school and forms 1 and 2 is still small, more females than males are 
likely to give shortage of money as a reason for not going to school (UN 2003). This 
could be due to the patriarchal nature which is still influential in the rural communities 
where the girl child is still viewed as a person who must get married and be taken 
care of by her husband and in laws. Educational background had a rather great 
impact on the answers given in the questionnaires especially in understanding 
community participation.  
The following section discusses the findings and goes into detail on how local people 
view community participation, exposing the extent of participation in NGO 
development projects. The researcher identified various themes from the research 
findings through questionnaires and interviews. The themes are presented as 
follows: 
 NGOs and community participation in Bulilima and Mangwe; 
 Understanding of community participation; 
 Empowerment of Bulilima and Mangwe communities; 
 The extent of community participation in Bulilima and Mangwe; 
 77 
 
 Factors affecting community participation in Bulilima and Mangwe; 
 Making Participation Real; 
5.3 NGOs and Community participation in Bulilima and Mangwe Districts  
Bulilima and Mangwe recorded quite a number of NGOs operating in their areas 
facilitating various programmes to enhance sustainable community development. 
Organizations such as ORAP, Catholic Development Commission (CADEC), World 
Vision, Practical Action Southern Africa, Patriots Development Trust (PADET), and 
Institute for Rural technologies (IRT) and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust (TBT) are part of the 
organizations working in that area. All the NGOs and community Trusts are non- 
profit and have one goal- to spearhead rural development and to alleviate poverty. 
IRT and TBT have worked extensively in Bulilima and Mangwe districts facilitating 
community development projects. These are the Institute for Rural Technologies 
(IRT) and Tjinyunyi Babili Trust (TBT). These organizations have jointly worked 
together and have come up with a model that pulls more people to participate fully in 
community projects.  
As noted in the first chapter, Bulilima and Mangwe are under the Matabeleland 
South province which is drought prone and heavily underdeveloped.  
The field officer from IRT pointed out that;  
We identified gaps that were missing within the rural communities; 
poverty and underdevelopment were raging in Bulilima and Mangwe 
district. The area was in need of development, hence we had to get the 
rural people on board for the development of their community and 
encourage them to participate in the projects that were facilitated.  We 
created a model that was seen as a best practice to engage more 
community members in the planning, decision making and 
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implementation of projects and that we as the third sector would assist 
technically. (In depth interview No.1, July 23 2012). 
Similarly TBT also mentioned that; 
It came to our realization that there was a lot that needed to be done in 
the districts of Bulilima and Mangwe in terms of development. These 
districts which are under region 4 and 5 have a very poor rainfall 
pattern, thus we as an organization intended to encourage local people 
to utilize economic drivers and natural resources to increase their 
household livelihoods and development within the districts. (In depth 
interview No.2, July 27 2012) 
The main objective of these two organizations was to enhance development in the 
two districts by including local people. Francis and Moyo (2008) acknowledge that 
community participation is central to successful strategic planning that targets the 
people, underdevelopment and the complex challenges of rural poverty.  
Community participation appears to be at the center of all development projects in 
Bulilima and Mangwe districts. These NGOs (IRT and TBT) have used participatory 
approaches such as community based planning (CBP) and the Village Development 
Program (VDP) when facilitating projects. What is unique about these two 
organizations is that they jointly formed and utilized the Village Development 
Program which in turn endeavours to build the ability of rural communities to engage 
in development projects and also to be able to implement the various projects in their 
wards. IRT mentioned that; 
A combination of community based planning and the village 
development programs have been used to engage the rural 
communities in the various development programs that are currently 
being undertaken in the two districts. These approaches not only 
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engage the local people but also empower them to take charge of their 
own development. (In depth interview No.1, July 23 2012), 
Whilst TBT pointed out that; 
The priority was to get people from grass roots to actively participate in 
development projects, and we used participatory methods such as, 
community based planning so that rural communities can participate in 
development planning. The Village development program was also 
adopted as we partnered with IRT to come up with this approach, so as 
to pull more local people to participate and own the development 
programs. (In depth interview No.2, July 27 2012) 
 
IRT and TBT have been using well known approaches to encourage the 
communities to participate in development projects. Khombe and Moyo (2008) state 
that community based planning is a good initiative to allow the people to have hands 
on experience of community development projects, though it has been a challenge 
since the government decentralized the planning system and there has been failure 
to implement the plans.   
The village development program as explained by TBT and IRT empowers the rural 
people with skills to implement village and ward plans and turn them into desired 
projects. TBT explains that;  
Each of the individuals has a mandate of serving their community as 
done by the local level structures put in place under decentralized 
planning.The village development program gives the rural communities 
the capacity to implement in development projects, the first stage is 
that rural communities meet and discuss on a community vision which 
is basically giving them a target of how they would want to see their 
community in a stipulated space of time in terms of development. The 
second stage is drafting a plan based on the different economic drivers 
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that are presented as opportunities and challenges for the specific 
community. This stage is very crucial as all villagers are encouraged to 
participate in it and make a decision on the initial development plan 
and the projects that should take place, for this to be made possible 
village assembly is required to hold a meeting together with NGOs and 
discuss on their development plan...it is the ultimate program that 
brings out and attempts to respond to the requirements of the local 
people, it also brings in an element of participatory development. (In 
depth interview No.2, July 27 2012) 
And IRT in turn stated that,  
The village development program has created an opportunity for rural 
communities to have hands on experience of community development 
planning and implementation of development projects. This program 
compliments the local level structures put in place by the Government 
of Zimbabwe by adding more people to these structures to manage the 
different areas of development be it social, infrastructure, economy, 
agriculture. Rural communities in Bulilima and Mangwe district are then 
empowered write up their development plans and implement their 
projects using the resources that are immediate to them, such as 
natural resources. (In depth interview No.1, July 23 2012), 
It is necessary to note that IRT and TBT seem to put into practice the values of 
participatory development. The stages that take place within the village development 
program begin at the grassroots level, thus reflecting a bottom up approach to 
community development. Mohan and Stokke (2000) confirm that the focus of 
participatory development is mainly about the local or grassroots level. Essentially, 
rural people are encouraged to come up with their own plans and goals which in turn 
give them authority or rather ownership of the projects or any other programs that 
are implemented in their area of jurisdiction. In light of this, Mohan (2001:5) states 
that participatory development permits a plurality of developmental goals to be 
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realized as well as giving the community the self determination it needs. Therefore, it 
is through community participation of local people that the majority of their needs are 
met. 
These organizations paint a picture that community based planning and village 
development programmes have been necessary tools for communities to participate 
fully in development projects implemented in Bulilima and Mangwe districts.  There is 
also mention that community participation itself carries a number of benefits to the 
rural communities. Both organizations confirmed this. ln this regard, TBT highlighted 
that; 
Having communities participate in development projects has reaped a 
lot of substantial benefits. Sustainability which is vital to the projects 
and communities helps them reach their goals the projects last longer. 
(In depth interview No.2, July 27 2012), 
Similarly IRT revealed that; 
These individuals have been equipped with the necessary skills to 
steer these projects, hence community empowerment has been 
enhanced. Involving the local people in development projects increases 
their commitment in issues that concern them and they are able to 
identify and solve their problems. Reasonably community participation 
promotes self-reliance. (In depth interview No.1, July 23 2012) 
Both responses reflect that the rural communities are at an advantage when they 
participate in development projects. As cited in Chapter 2 section 2.1, community 
participation requires recognition and use of local capacities and avoids the 
imposition of priorities from outside (Jennings 2000). Not only will the local people 
know what works for them and what does not work for them, but also, they are 
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empowered to identify those problems and choose what is suitable for their 
development.  
From the interviews carried out with NGO staff members, the researcher noted that 
the programmes seem a bit too faultless. It could be said that these organizations 
wanted to reflect that they are doing a good job in their area of expertise. Mohan 
(2001) emphasizes that these NGOs probably do this in order to gain funding and 
legitimacy. This study thereof will not be biased to the responses of the NGO staff 
members. The responses of the project beneficiaries will also be discussed in the 
following themes so as to reveal the situation on the ground. 
5.3.1 Understanding / Conceptualization of Community Participation  
The research adopted a definition from the United Nations (2001) whereby 
community participation is viewed as bringing out the importance of community 
members as actively contributing to and influencing the development process to best 
suit their needs. The findings from the research indicate that there are rather mixed 
feelings and little understanding of the concept from the rural communities as 
compared to the NGO staff members who have a deeper knowledge and 
understanding of community participation. But still, the Manila Declaration (1989) on 
public participation states that it is crucial for people to understand the principles and 
core values of community participation. Learned people do have a better 
understanding of the concept because of their networking capacity which the grass 
root people do not have.   
The conceptualization of community participation by the community members of 
Bulilima and Mangwe are indicated by the following responses taken from the 
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questionnaires that were administered to them; 18% of the respondents have 
summarized community participation as; 
I think community participation is about people working together in 
development. 
My understanding is that the community normally does things for 
themselves for the purpose of development not for an NGO. 
The community gets involved from the planning up to the 
implementation stages. 
The above statements reveal that most of the respondents have a picture of what is 
supposed to be community participation. The definitions given by the communities 
show that there have an understanding of community participation though it differs  
from the definition by the United Nations.  More so, these respondents clearly state 
that community participation is about working together as a community and not for 
the purpose of the NGO. This clearly brings out the notion that local people are 
aware that when development projects are facilitated; it is meant for them (rural 
communities) not the NGOs. 
Some of the responses taken from the community members in Mangwe district 
indicated a really enormous difference from those taken from Bulilima district. The 
respondents from Bulilima district showed that they had a deeper understanding of 
community participation compared to the respondents from Mangwe district. These 
responses are shown below; 
In my understanding community participation is about improved 
development. (Mangwe District). 
I feel that community participation is a means that includes all 
community members from the village and the ward so that they work 
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together in development projects from planning, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation so that there is successful development in 
the wards. (Bulilima district). 
Community participation in my own understanding, is working together 
as a community choosing our own projects to improve the standard of 
our community. (Bulilima district). 
These responses reveal that there is a major difference in the understanding of 
community participation in the two districts. The responses from Mangwe indicate 
that community participation is about enhancing successful rural development. In this 
perspective, there is no mention of the major tenets that guide the concept of 
community participation but just an outcome that this concept is supposed to bring 
about development to the community. Unlike the responses from Bulilima which 
state that community participation is when a community comes together from the 
villages to the wards to work on development projects from the planning, decision 
making, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  The rural people in Mangwe are 
not well educated about community participation. The communities in Mangwe  
district have been exposed to participatory development projects from the different 
NGOs that have been operating in their areas. However, these NGOs have failed to 
educate the the local people on participation in development projects and the role 
that the local people are supposed to take when projects are facilitated by NGOs. 
Before rural communities can make attempts to impact in development, it is 
important that they have an understanding of community participation itself 
(Dukeshire & Thurlow 2002). This only portrays that understanding the process of 
community participation can help to empower individuals to own the development 
projects and resources. Generally rural communities believe that community 
participation is a way of developing the communities. They know it in a general form 
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rather than a descriptive one because NGOs do not want to empower them to 
control and maintain development projects in their communities.  
On the other hand, NGO staff members have a more detailed definition and 
understanding of community participation. These are the following responses 
received from the interviews that were held with the staff members of IRT and TBT in 
support of their understanding of community participation;  
Community participation is the involvement of communities in planning, 
resource mobilization and implementation. It is also about these 
communities being self driven to identify areas that need attention in 
terms of development as to who will implement and at what level. (In 
depth Interview 1, IRT July 23 2012). 
And, 
Community participation is when locals actively participate in the 
design of the projects to the implementation stages of the development 
projects; as well as benefit from these projects. (In depth interview 2, 
TBT July 27 July 2012). 
Their response to their understanding of community participation is not very removed 
from the one given by the United Nations (2001). There is a slight difference though 
in the wording like involvement, planning and implementation exists. These NGOs 
have redefined the concept to suit their desires, for instance, a major concern such 
as decision making has been over looked, unlike the definition by UN were it clearly 
states that the communities contribute and influence the development process to 
best suit their needs. Decision making which is supposed to be included as one of 
the stages in the development process is ignored. This is an important phase in 
community participation because the rural people need to make informed choices 
which will then influence the direction of the projects.  
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From the different views cited above, the NGO staff summarized community 
participation to symbolize inclusion in planning, resource mobilization, and 
implementation. Whilst most beneficiaries understood participation as being involved 
from the consultation stages to monitoring and evaluation, also what is important to 
take note of, is that they also mentioned that community participation is about 
communities doing things that are for the common good of their lives and not for the 
NGOs. Participatory development declares that community participation is about 
empowering the rural people to be able to make decisions without the influences of 
outsiders (Chambers 2008). Therefore, this depicts that NGOs do not follow the 
concept of participation as well as participatory development; instead they come up 
with their own models as a facade to community participation. Consequently, they 
impose their projects on local communities. 
5.3.2 Empowerment of Bulilima and Mangwe communities  
Empowering rural communities is very essential. It allows local people to get 
acquainted to certain knowledge and skills that will assist in the implementation of 
projects. The Prime Ministers Directive of 1984 in Zimbabwe clearly spells out that 
people at the grassroots level should be empowered to participate fully and make 
decisions concerning their development programmes. Kelly and Vlaenderen (1996), 
state that having community members acquire special skills will give them sufficient 
knowledge of community needs in relation to the specific resources available to 
enable them to translate community needs into projects. This means that capacity 
building is about empowering the rural communities with certain skills that will 
positively change their living standards. 
All the respondents agreed that they received training for the different development 
projects that they were beneficiaries of. The respondents highlighted that they have 
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received technical training in cattle breeding (artificial insemination and how to avoid 
diseases like foot and mouth and lumpy skin disease), nutrition gardens (how to 
handle plant eating crops, pesticides). However, what is most striking about it is that 
67% of the beneficiaries expressed disappointment in the NGOs as they felt that 
they are not being trained to take charge of these projects. The response below 
reflects how some of the beneficiaries responded to the training that they had 
received; 
We have received training but this is not enough because we are still 
unable to own and control community development projects.  
The above statement highlights that, these beneficiaries had received different forms 
of training for their projects but they were not given authority and responsibility to 
drive the development projects on their own. Genuinely,  
The local people also made a point that there was need to increase more trainings 
and workshops to educate them to participate fully in development projects. One of 
the respondents said: 
We have received training especially for the cattle breeding projects, 
Para vets training, livestock management but all this is just technical. 
We would also want to get educated on development processes and 
our responsibilities in these development projects. 
This portrays that the local people are not aware of their roles, however they lack 
capacity to fully contribute and influence the development processes. Although 
community participation is about acquiring skills, knowledge and experience to take 
greater responsibility for their development (Ghai 1990), these local people are still 
trying to grapple with what their responsibilities are, as they are not pleased with the 
current development procedures that are taking place.  
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Participatory development is about active involvement of the local people. What has 
been portrayed by the responses from the beneficiaries is that they were trained but 
that was inadequate and the training came in fragments.  Most of the beneficiaries 
agreed that they had received practical trainings for cattle breeding projects, nutrition 
gardens, and strategic business units but more was needed in terms of the roles that 
they are supposed to play before the projects were implemented.  Atal (1996) writes 
that participatory development was adopted in an attempt to enable those previously 
excluded by the top-down planning processes to be included in the decisions that 
affect their lives. The current study discovered that in all important stages of 
development planning, decision making and implementation, issues arising from 
them wanting to get more insight on development planning and processes would not 
have come about if the community members were actively empowered to do so.  
On the other hand 33% of the project beneficiaries actually applauded the NGOs for 
the training they received. They highlighted that they were content with the training 
for the various projects implemented in their villages. One of the respondents further 
noted that; 
We are very happy because we have gained more knowledge on cattle 
breeding, farming and other various projects in our ward. This has 
motivated some of us to participate more in these projects and we are 
now aware of the steps we should take when we want cross breeds, 
budgeting, when our vegetables are being attacked by pests. 
From the statement above, it depicts that some of the respondents were of the view 
that NGOs had done a great job in empowering them with necessary skills to 
manage the projects. Another important aspect to note is that empowering rural 
communities is necessary as it enables them to take responsibility of their projects. 
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But still, NGOs are keen on maintaining a “big brother” relationship with rural 
communities. Although the transformative approach to community participation 
intends to move control to disadvantaged groups, disguises often may impact on the 
practices of participatory development (Cornwall 2000). In regard to the above 
statement, the rural communities were not given the full control of their projects 
hence, some of them were querying their responsibilities in the development 
process. What is remarkable is that the NGOs made an effort to empower the 
communities through technical training. However, this would only reap limited 
community participation from the local people, until such time they are informed 
about their roles in the development processes.   
5.3.3 The extent of Community participation in Bulilima and Mangwe District
  
This section explores the extent of community participation in the various projects 
that have been implemented in Izimnyama ward and Masendu ward. This theme 
also exposes the impact and performance of community participation in the 
development projects that are implemented in the mentioned wards. IRT facilitated 
nutrition gardens, goat rearing and small- scale farming projects in Masendu central 
and Mambo villages in Bulilima district.TBT facilitated cattle breeding projects, 
nutrition gardens and small scale farming which were implemented in Vaka and 
Mapulula 1 villages in Mangwe district.  
Many scholars agree that the local people must actively participate in all stages of 
development. In people centred development, local people are the ones who identify 
their goals and determine the direction of their projects to improve their levels of 
development. All project beneficiaries from Izimnyama and Masendu ward strongly 
agreed that they were involved in the development projects at the implementation 
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stage. The researcher came across discrepancies of how the beneficiaries 
responded to how they participated in different stages of the project cycle. The 
respondents strongly felt that their opinions were sidelined. The 77% of the 
beneficiaries agreed that their views on needs identification and goals were ignored 
by the NGOs. Hickey & Mohan (2004) state that there is little scope for rural input 
into the planning process as the purpose of consultation is securing legitimacy and 
disseminating information downwards. These are some of the responses given by 
beneficiaries on participation in the projects.  
We just have a meeting where the councillor introduces the NGO and 
the project together with the district council. We are told what project is 
going to be implemented but we are not asked as the community of 
Masendu central village what we want. 
We do not choose development projects in our villages, the councillor 
and the rural district council tell us what projects are to be implemented 
in our communities.  
These responses verify that the beneficiaries were sidelined as the NGOs decided 
prior on the projects. This is quite ironic, because NGOs preach the importance of 
community participation in all stages yet in actual fact local people are not given the 
platform to contribute and choose which projects they are comfortable with. This is 
passive participation NGOs are comfortable with informing the rural people what will 
take place. In this regard, participatory development according to Chambers (1983) 
is about reversing centralism so that all development agencies promote grassroots 
development. Part of promoting grassroots development is about rural communities 
being given the opportunity to select the projects they wish to be implemented in 
their areas. This in turn reveals that local people are capable of deeming what is 
important and what is not important to their development.  
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It is important to give the beneficiaries the opportunity to identify their needs and 
challenges so that the development projects they embark on address their needs. 
Consultation includes education, information sharing, and negotiation, with the goal 
being better decision making processes through organizations consulting the general 
public (Bekker 1997:55). Community participation in consultation and decision 
making stages is non-existent in this case, one of the respondents reflected on this 
as follows; 
Consultation and planning is limited at the introduction of these 
projects. NGOs especially IRT discuss this with our leaders and the 
council, then the councillor comes to tell us what is going to happen. 
NGOs clearly overlook consultation and planning when they are introducing projects 
in rural communities. McIvor (2000) is of the opinion that the vast majority of people 
have become passive participants whilst the elite are taking decisions for everyone 
else.  Participation of the rural communities is limited in planning stages as these 
beneficiaries are only recipients of the projects but are not enabled to participate in 
identification of needs, planning and decision making is a privilege that is taken by 
the rural elite. Chambers (1983) explains that the elite if left unchecked could 
actually become the only real beneficiaries of development meant for the ordinary 
members of the community.  Mohan and Stokke (2008) add that the local people 
have been set against the “elite” who undermine the stated intentions of participatory 
development rather than renewed democracy in planning and decision making.  
The transformative approach to community development strongly emphasizes 
inclusive participation and open channels of communication which in turn give power 
and a voice for people to express their needs (Ife 2002). NGOs do not create an 
open dialogue with rural communities. They introduce projects that have been pre 
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planned already and only tell the communities what is going to happen. Community 
participation is supposed to be about people communicating, identifying their needs 
and making decisions about issues that affect them.  
If people are at the center of development they should be actively engaged in all 
stages of the project cycle. Most respondents however confirmed that in the 
implementation of the projects they were very active. Dagron (2002) states that 
communities are only invited to participate or rather “contribute” with labor for 
implementation once the project is almost completed, the community is invited to 
“organize and take over”. Similarly, Hickey & Mohan (2004) agree to this notion by 
stating that rural participation in development is limited to providing resources and 
labor at implementation which may appear an instrumental form of community 
participation. The scenario shows that it is only through the increase and 
strengthening of the level of community participation in designing, planning and 
ownership of the development projects in rural communities, then participation would 
be real. Many beneficiaries confirmed this; 
In the small scale farming business unit, we have established and 
implemented it well. But how can we be able to monitor and evaluate 
our progress yet the project has been hijacked by TBT and council. 
Similarly; 
As soon as we do an evaluation of these projects and the NGOs and 
council see that we are doing quite well, they take our projects and 
make them theirs. This ends up not being for the community but for the 
council and NGOs seeing as though they have now taken over. 
And; 
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At times it is even difficult to monitor and evaluate yet we have no 
evidence that we completely own these projects. The NGOs do not 
follow the structures let alone our development plans, this causes 
confusion and lack of community members coming to participate in the 
projects.  
From the responses above, it is evident that the people of Bulilima and Mangwe do 
not have full control of development projects. Additionally, the beneficiaries 
understood monitoring and evaluation as providing some indicators to show that the 
projects are progressing. They also highlighted that they had to reach a certain 
criteria. For instance, in the cattle breeding project once the farmers have multiplied 
a designated breed, that breed would be ready for commercial sale. Sixty seven 
percent of the male were beneficiaries of the cattle breeding, goat rearing and small 
scale farming projects. Whilst the majority of the females participated in the marula 
picking and processing and nutrition gardens. Projects such as cattle breeding and 
goat rearing were limited to the men,  
Scholars such as Nelson and Wright (1995) question the essence of community 
participation and the role played by NGOs in trying to facilitate people centered 
development. These scholars postulate that community participation is an unclear 
practice in this case because much evidence shows that the people at the grass 
roots do not have full control and ownership of the development projects. As 
evidenced by the findings in this study, community participation is really a difficult 
concept to fulfil. NGOs do not allow rural people to fully contribute and have 
influence in the projects, as there are restrictions such that Cooke and Kothari (2001) 
argue that participation creates an “unjust exercise of power”. In this regard, 
increased community participation in development projects will achieve community 
capacity to resolve poverty and underdevelopment in rural Zimbabwe. Makuwira 
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(2004) contends that NGOs must learn to relinquish their grip on power and develop 
confidence in their beneficiaries. By so doing, local communities will be able to have 
control and ownership of development projects. 
Chambers (1992) notes, that participatory development offers a means of 
empowering the poor, the marginalized and the disenfranchised in societies in the 
design and implementation of programmes without external influence or pressure. It 
seems some NGOs (outsiders) still have a stronghold on most community 
development projects, the beneficiaries as indicated by the research findings are not 
in ownership of the projects. Evidence from the research findings reveal that 
community participation in NGO development projects in Izimnyama and Masendu 
ward is minimal at the design, planning and decision making stages. Weitz (1979), 
states that too many programs have had disappointing results because they were 
imposed on the people from outside and failed to win their cooperation and support.  
In addition, consultation and informing which includes the local communities 
assessing their needs and analyzing what they can do in turn to try and counter their 
situations is flushed out by the NGOs. What is cynical about community participation 
in Zimbabwe is that, there has been a set of legal frameworks such as the PMD of 
1984 that gives the people at the grass roots full opportunity to control their 
programmes from planning to implementation processes. NGOs do not follow the 
process quite well as some of the stages in the project cycle do not have the will of 
the communities in them. It is impossible to call it community participation, when 
project ideas are not even run past the communities.  
Most importantly, the findings denote that there were similar responses from project 
beneficiaries from Izimnyama and Masendu ward. The only contrast was in their 
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understanding of community participation, the project beneficiaries from Masendu 
Ward seemed to have a deeper understanding of the concept and what is supposed 
to be achieved from it. Unlike the project beneficiaries of Izimnyama ward that 
understood the concept from a surface.  People should be at the centre of all 
development efforts and their efforts should be meaningful to them. 
5.3.4 Factors affecting community participation in development projects  
A number of factors that inhibited the local people of Izimnyama and Masendu ward 
from participating in development projects were found. From the previous theme, the 
study confirmed that the people of Izimnyama and Masendu wards agreed that 
NGOs did not give them the opportunity to air out their views on which projects they 
wanted in their villages. Instead, the projects that were initiated in the different 
villages came from the outsiders. This alone could be one of the reasons why 
community participation is minimal in development projects.  
NGOs seem to believe that local people are not capable to identify their needs and 
transform them into development projects. Thus, people are not given a platform to 
contribute their views in the process of identifying, planning and decision making of 
projects. The ideal way to start the project, as expressed by the members is to 
involve the beneficiaries at the initial stages and throughout the project cycle (Kimani 
& Muia 2004). The involvement of the local people is very crucial in all stages in 
development projects as it fosters collective ownership.   
Another aspect that the respondents highlighted in the questionnaires was parallel 
structures. Parallel structures have heavily hindered the local people from 
participating in the development projects. One respondent in particular expressed 
that: 
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NGOs always form parallel structures yet in a community there is 
VIDCO and WADCO which are the existing structures to engage us to 
be part of the projects and they do not follow our village plans they 
bring theirs.  
These committees or structures act upon the implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation of the projects instead of the existing structures which have been put in 
place by the village and ward assemblies. This trend has often led to confusion 
about the right approaches to community based planning. It has now become a 
common problem to find a single community could be subjected to several planning 
processes by different NGOs sometimes at the same time (Abers 2000). When 
parallel structures are put in place, it gives the impression that NGOs do not respect 
the voices of the people, as the existing structures reflect the peoples’ wishes 
because they are chosen by them.  
Clearly, NGOs select parallel structures because they are able to control these 
committees and retain power. Even many development agencies are incredibly 
powerful and are reluctant to release control (Mohan 2001). Sadly, in such a 
scenario community participation fails because the rural communities feel like they 
are not respected, and that they are not given much ownership and control of the 
projects. Additionally, local level structures elected into power by local people are the 
ones who have the knowledge of the village development plans and know what type 
of projects are best suitable for local people because they represent the voices of all 
community members.  Blackburn and Holland (1998) emphasize that structures or 
agencies aiming to provide support should learn to respect and listen to the opinions, 
feelings and knowledge of those who have for a long time  been passive participants. 
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Thirty seven percent of the respondents from Izimnyama and Masendu pointed out 
that accountability and transparency were some of the factors hold back  
participation. They highlighted their views below; 
There is no clear cut on funds management and these NGOs do not 
inform us on the status of funds. 
The NGOs should be honest especially about funds sometimes that is 
where the project does not go well.  
Funds that are meant for the projects are diverted to somewhere else; 
they also do not want to report to us giving us a brief run down on what 
is left. 
If NGOs have received funding for our projects, they need to inform the 
communities and the communities should plan on how the funds will be 
used. We do not want to hear that we no longer have funds, yet the 
funds did not do anything in our villages. 
The issue of funds is very critical to project sustainability as noted by the responses. 
NGOs seem not to be accountable and transparent to the local people about funding 
meant for the various projects that are implemented in the two wards. 
Misappropriation of funds and other resources has been a barrier to effective 
community participation in development projects (Kimani et al 2011).  
Quality of leadership was found to impact negatively on the participation of the rural 
communities in community development projects (Tandon 1991). Poor leadership at 
local level structures has also contributed immensely to the local people not 
participating in development projects. One of the beneficiaries from Izimnyama ward 
highlights on this spectacle below; 
I would like to share with you that most of the leaders in our ward are 
old and uneducated, they do not give youth the chances to lead and at 
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the end of the day there will be no youth participating and also 
interested in the projects. 
Community leadership in development projects should also encourage the youth to 
participate in development projects. If this does not happen some of the able bodied 
youths will boycott the projects and not participate. Twenty five percent of the 
respondents highlighted that conflict among community members was another  
challenge. These respondents claimed that people were looking down upon each 
other, and they failed to reach a mutual understanding hence the conflicts.  
Twenty percent of the respondents pointed out that, the ward is active in party 
politics thus; it affected the way the projects were being implemented. Political 
interference seems to be a problem in participatory development activities. Some 
people come into these projects with party politics in their minds and are members of 
different political parties and hence this impacts heavily on the participation of the 
communities in development programs. These individuals influence the processes of 
implementation in the projects and do not want to follow the correct procedures that 
have been set out by the village and ward development committees. The fact that 
politics interferes with participatory development makes the whole concept of 
community participation flawed. People are subjected to limited participation 
because of the political atmosphere. If development projects are turned into political 
gimmicks, then there will be low participation and it kills the whole essence of 
communities freely participating in projects and community participation loses its 
importance.  
Most respondents (fifty six percent) pointed out that lack of access to information 
was a hindrance to community participation in development projects. They felt that 
there was poor information dissemination concerning the development projects in 
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their villages and wards. Information is fundamental to any development whether 
social or otherwise. Lack of information disempowers local communities and it also 
leads to mistrust among the community members. 
5.3.5 Making Participation Real  
In the quest to achieve meaningful community participation, the local people 
responded positively to this issue and came up with a few views on how community 
participation can be made real. The respondents emphasized that they had to 
participate freely in the initial stages of the projects. They further highlighted that the 
NGOs ought not to put barriers at the initial stages. This was reported by 60% of the 
project beneficiaries. After all, community participation is about the local people 
taking full control of their own development paths and deciding on what projects 
would best suit their communities.  
What these NGOs need to understand is that, community participation is not about 
material things and communities being recipients but this concept urges the rural 
people to be actively involved in activities that concern them, make decisions, 
identify problems and analyze them and to also come up with solutions to those 
problems. Community participation gives the rural people the capabilities to make 
choices that can influence their living standards positively. The participatory 
development theory states that the people at the grassroots must be given the 
opportunity to participate in processes that shape their lives (Hyden 1997).  
One of the tenets of participatory development and community participation is power. 
Power is a very crucial aspect when it comes to the participation of rural 
communities. Therefore, it is essential to this study that local people must be given 
the power to make decisions. Development projects are more likely to become 
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sustainable when local people are able to decide on which projects they find suitable 
for their villages. Having the power to make decisions on any issues arising in their 
communities is also some form of empowerment. One of the beneficiaries from 
Izimnyama ward responded saying that “if they were empowered to run the projects 
on their own there could be a bigger success”, meaning that, NGOs must rightfully 
give the local people power to control the projects on their own and cease being 
‘parents’ to the communities. Consequently, community participation is about people 
at the grass roots level being able to speak out about what they need, as such those 
projects should respond to their needs. 
Participatory development holds within its elements democracy. This is an important 
aspect to community participation. Participatory democracy spells out that people are 
obligated to participate in decisions that may impact on their lives (Brown 2010). To 
achieve meaningful community participation, a bottom-up approach should be 
reflected in it. The people of Izimnyama and Masendu strongly highlighted that 
suggestions of projects should come from them, just like what is being done when 
they compile the village plans. The respondents also mentioned that the NGOs 
should not conduct meetings with community leaders and the councillors only in their 
offices because they do not follow the village and ward plans. Instead they must 
come down to the ground. This would enable them and their leaders to hear their 
needs and problems from the people themselves, in turn communities would feel that 
they own these projects. Niboh (2008) agrees by stating that a bottom up approach 
system is of importance as it uses a two way information pattern of communication 
that involves preceding consultation with the intended beneficiaries about their 
concerns, struggles and desires for effective change. This allows local people to 
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maintain control over resources and also to influence the direction, planning and 
implementation of the development projects.  
Other respondents pointed out that effective communication and information 
dissemination could help achieve meaningful community participation. It was 
suggested that information regarding community development projects should be 
disseminated through various ways as not many people attend ward meetings and 
village meetings. The respondents highlighted that brochures or even newsletters 
would be another way to try and achieve effective community participation. They also 
pointed out that regular updates of what is going on in the community would also 
assist other local people to know what is going on and how they can also contribute 
to development.  
5.4 Chapter Summary  
The findings indicated that there is minimal community participation in both 
Izimnyama and Masendu wards in the planning and decision making processes. The 
study also revealed that community participation is only visible in the implementation 
of the development projects.  A number of factors such as the quality of leadership, 
parallel structures created by NGOs, lack of transparency and accountability of funds 
and political interference have been highlighted as heavily influencing the 
participation of the community members in development projects. The findings also 
revealed that there is a difference in the understanding and the conceptualization of 
community participation between the communities and the NGOs. However, the 
community members from Masendu ward had a deeper understanding of what 
community participation is compared to the community members of Izimnyama. The 
Masendu community has been exposed to a number of participatory initiated 
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projects. Hence, the more the communities are exposed to participatory projects the 
more they gain insight and understanding of community participation. 
The chapter also indicated that the reason why there is limited participation in 
planning and decision making in development project is that NGOs marginalize the 
needs of the people. The projects that are implemented do not represent the voices 
of the people, and the local people do not have full ownership of the projects. NGOs 
still act as guardians to the local communities which results in low participation, and 
worse still, the local people are not given the opportunity to drive their own 
development. Rural people therefore are just recipients of the projects but with no 
hands on experience of how to handle them. NGOs deliberately create a 
dependency syndrome amongst rural communities as local people are not active 
players in the key stages of development projects. It is understood that the factors 
that affect community participation in NGO development projects can only be 
overcome if the NGOs attend to them. Based on these findings, the study came up 
with several conclusions and recommendations which are outlined in the next 
chapter. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
6.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this research was to assess the extent to which community members 
participate in NGO development projects in Bulilima and Mangwe districts. The goal 
is to use community participation as an approach to give the local people the ability 
to overcome poverty through analyzing their problems and creating solutions. This 
chapter focuses on the conclusion and recommendations that will help community 
members and NGOs to have a thorough understanding of meaningful community 
participation and what can be done to achieve successful community participation in 
development projects. 
6.2 Conclusion 
The study revealed that community participation is a challenging concept to define. 
However, most beneficiaries’ of development projects in Masendu and Izimnyama 
wards had their own kind of understanding of what community participation is and 
that it must reflect local values and needs. Korten (1984) explains that community 
participation is generally about empowering people to take part in the design, 
planning, implementation and decision making of projects. Community participation, 
as well as participatory development strongly point out that people at the grass roots 
must be able to determine their own the projects than to wait for outsiders (NGOs) to 
decide on their fate.  
Community participation also requires NGOs, government structures, and line 
ministries to make an effort to listen and respect the views of the people at the grass 
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roots. Normally, these educated people tend to decide which project is suitable for 
local people because they fear that people in the rural areas lack knowledge and 
education to identify which project may be suitable for their areas. The 
transformative approach to community development explains that there must be a 
shift in thinking that the local are unable to identify their needs and analyze their own 
problems and solve them because they lack the knowledge. NGOs must be able to 
communicate with local people and ask for their contributions in designing 
development projects. Rural communities have a better understanding of their 
situation thus, they are able to suggest to the NGOs the kind of projects they want. 
People must not be told what to do. Instead, the people must tell the NGOs what 
kind of projects they want implemented in their communities. For instance, the 
people of Bulilima and Mangwe district strongly emphasized that the NGOs must 
follow their ward plans in order for them to participate fully in the development 
projects. If this happens, there would be no lack of participation in development 
projects. Moreover, the development projects should also respond to the needs of 
people. This enables people at the grassroots level to have self determination to 
come together and solve their problems and action the projects. 
The findings also indicated that the implementation of development projects in 
Bulilima and Mangwe district by NGOs has left the community members in 
dissatisfaction. The people of Bulilima and Mangwe expressed that they were not 
fullyparticipating in the design, planning and decision making processes of the 
project cycle. Furthermore the beneficiaries were not at all given a platform to air out 
their views on the development projects they wanted to be implemented. Planning 
and decision making are the most crucial stages for local people to actively 
participate in. 
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One of the strategies for enabling rural communities to plan, implement and manage 
poverty alleviation on a sustainable basis is using local resources and active 
participation. Community empowerment is a process of enabling people to 
understand the reality of their environment, reflect on factors shaping it and take 
steps to effect changes to improve the situation. One way or  another, it is a process 
that encompasses people, deciding where they are now, where they want to go and 
developing and implementing plans to reach their goals, based on self-reliance and 
sharing of power. 
Power, is a very important aspect which seems to be ignored by other scholars when 
there is talk about community participation. Handy (1993) defines power as the 
ability to influence the behaviour  of people with or without resistance.  In most rural 
areas in Zimbabwe, people are recipients of development projects. They do not have 
the power to determine what projects they want. Hence, community participation fails 
because the NGOs that are promoting participation are not clear about the level or 
participation on offer. NGOs also want to hold on to power and not surrender it to 
local people. Because of these factors power can never be shared. There is always 
one sector that has to have the upper hand over the other. For instance, NGOs are 
the ones with the controlling hand because they hold all the finances as compared to 
people at the grass roots level who are in dire need of development in their 
communities. The design of community participation therefore assists the powerful to 
continue using the powerless for their own benefit. 
 
Beneficial participation in development is widely believed to be an essential 
ingredient in the development process. It enables beneficiaries to influence the 
decision and policy making processes and facilitates the designing and enhances 
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the implementation of plans, programmes and projects. It basically centre’s around 
people. In essence participation results in the development of a feeling of ownership 
and belonging among beneficiaries which in the long run ensures the success of the 
project or programme. In light of this, participation is a two way process which 
requires that both the beneficiaries and the benefactors interact at all levels of the 
development process. As such community participation is an essential component 
that helps in facilitating rural sustainable development. 
In Bulilima and Mangwe district, community participation has not been adequately 
practiced so as to benefit local communities. There are many factors that have 
inhibited communities from engaging in their own development process. NGOs also 
have a role to play in implementing participatory development. The concept of 
community-based planning has been used by NGOs in Bulilima and Mangwe as part 
of the programmes to engage people’s participation.  However, it has not been 
effective. People are not actually fully equipped with the necessary skills to engage 
in their own decision making process that would lead to successful community 
development. In most cases these are only short term programmes that try to equip 
communities with the relevant skills to engage in their own development. NGOs 
should focus on more than providing short-term material benefits to beneficiaries.  
They should aim at programmes and projects which do not only have a long term 
impact on the living standards of the beneficiaries, but will increasingly make the 
beneficiaries less dependent on outside assistance.  
A dependency syndrome amongst local communities has also emanated from some 
of the programmes or projects that NGOs implement. This is an attitude and belief 
that a group cannot solve its own problems without outside help (Bartle 2007). 
Bulilima and Mangwe District, popularly known as the “cattle country” since the area 
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offers optimal conditions for cattle ranching, has many food relief programmes. 
These programmes have created a dependency syndrome as most people are 
dependent on food relief. The rural communities depend on the NGOs to come and 
give them food and this in turn has created an attitude of laziness amongst rural 
communities. 
It is also important to note that NGOs should involve people in identifying 
development projects which are of high priority to them. Needy people are 
sometimes taken advantage of by organisations. These NGOs decide on what 
development activities they are willing to finance or undertake. The people’s high 
priority needs are easily overlooked under these circumstances and such projects 
which do not have the full commitment of the beneficiaries tend to collapse as soon 
as the benefactors have handed them over. Therefore, the need for NGOs to work 
closely with the people at the outset cannot be over emphasized. 
Beneficiary participation should be solicited from the outset of a given programme or 
project. This will remove the need for the change agent to “sell” the new idea to the 
community. It will also make beneficiaries feel that the project is “theirs’. 
Beneficiaries should only be lured into participating in programmes and projects 
which have a good chance of success and it takes only a few failures to kill all 
interest in organized development activities amongst the rural poor. 
Planning is at the center of all development initiatives. Socio-economic development 
planning conducted in a multi-stakeholder and participatory manner gives 
communities the opportunity to determine their destiny. The history of development 
planning shows that more is achieved when the target beneficiaries are involved in 
all the steps of the process. It is important to highlight the contributions of community 
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participation in facilitating development projects in Bulilima and Mangwe district. In 
essence the concept of participatory development in Bulilima and Mangwe district 
has not been adequately implemented by NGOs and this has resulted in minimal 
participation from the rural communities.  
6.3 Recommendations  
From the research, a number of recommendations have been made to the NGOs as 
well as development practitioners and donor agencies to improve on the participatory 
approaches used in rural areas when implementing development projects. The 
recommendations will also assist in capitalizing on the opportunities and benefits of 
community participation from all the important stages of the development process so 
as to obtain successful community development.  
6.3.1 Empowerment 
There is a need to train the local people on their right to participate in development 
processes tracing back to the Prime Ministers directive of 1984. This will enable local 
people to be more focused and committed to development and other issues affecting 
their lives. Moreover, it will enhance them to confront donor agencies, NGOs and 
government about approaches being adopted, instead of a bottom up approach 
which includes the voices of the people that is strongly emphasized in the Prime 
Ministers Directive of 1984. It is also essential to add that community participation 
derives from participatory democracy which gives people the freedom and power to 
accept or deny the projects that are facilitated by NGOs in their communities. 
Community participation empowers local communities to freely contribute and direct 
development projects in their areas. It is important that local people are educated 
about the importance of their participation in development and other issues that 
concern them. Educating rural communities on the policies and frameworks that 
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have been enacted by the government to drive them to participate in planning and 
decision making is a necessary condition for successful community participation. 
This will boost their knowledge and will allow them to choose what works for them 
and what does not work for them. 
6.3.2 Inclusive Participatory Approach       
The development projects facilitated in Bulilima and Mangwe district did not give the 
local people the opportunity to participate in the crucial stages of the development 
processes which are informing, consultation, planning and decision making. The 
beneficiaries must not be consulted only to implement preconceived projects. 
Chambers (1997) opines that an important principle of participatory development is 
the incorporation of local people’s decisions, knowledge into programme planning. 
For participatory development to be effective and meaningful; it has to be 
accompanied with well thought-out awareness campaigns. These will enable 
participants to make decisions or choices whether or not to participate in a given 
project. 
 It is recommended that NGOs must make every effort to include the views of the 
people and their input in all stages of the development projects. With reference to 
Bulilima and Mangwe communities, these can be done by holding regular meetings 
village by village to identify their needs and also to allow for their views to be 
included in their development plans before NGOs facilitate development projects. 
The development projects must be a reflection of the people’s voices.  As part of the 
recommendations, it is relevant that NGOs must really take some time to go down to 
the ground, communicate with the local people and assist them in analyzing their 
situations to come up with possible solutions which will be actioned by the 
development projects.  
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It is also recommended that there should be devolution of power. NGOs should not 
retain too much power and abuse the local people. Giving the people control and a 
decision making platform at all stages of the development projects entails effective 
community participation, ownership and self determination.  
6.3.3 Existing mechanisms  
When NGOs facilitate development projects they should not rush into using parallel 
structures but use the existing development structures. These structures (VIDCOs 
and WADCOs) are there to mobilize and encourage community participation. They 
also oversee the development projects together with the people. They work as 
development agents chosen by the people to spearhead community development. 
As a result, it is important that NGOs use the existing structures. This in turn will 
increase participation in development projects. 
From the above recommendations, community participation will be used as the best 
practice, the community will be empowered and livelihoods will improved. 
6.4 Areas for Further Research  
This research only centered on the participation of rural communities in two wards.It 
did not cover the whole of Bulilima and Mangwe district. The following research 
efforts are recommended for future research. There is need to assess community 
behaviour towards development projects. In terms of dependency, it seems that rural 
communities have adopted a dependency syndrome towards development projects. 
Literacy is also another fact that can contribute to community behaviour towards 
development projects. Most rural communities lack exposure and education in such 
a way that they are unable to analyze their own situations.  
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There is also a need for development practitioners and NGOs to dig deeper into the 
indigenous knowledge systems of the community and integrate them with modern 
knowledge systems when facilitating development projects. For instance, 
communities do not usually pursue the projects when the NGOs have left because 
there is nothing left to encourage them in terms of marketing the results of the 
project from the skills and knowledge they acquired and used. It is also 
recommended that community development projects be linked with modern systems 
and methods that can avail markets aimed at improving the rural folk’s participation 
and livelihoods. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 1: Questionnaire for Beneficiaries 
 
 
My name is Phoebe Michelle Zibusiso Sandi Moyo, From the University of Fort Hare 
in the Department of Development Studies pursuing a Master of Social Science 
Degree. I am conducting a research on the assessment of community participation in 
Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs) development projects in Zimbabwe; the 
case of Bulilima and Mangwe districts in Matabeleland South. You are guaranteed 
that the information you supply for this study will be utilized for academic purposes. 
Your responses will be treated as confidential as possible. Your co-operation 
determines the success of this study. Thank you. 
District: ……………………… 
Village: ………………………………………….. 
A) Background information (Mark with an X where appropriate) 
B) Gender:  
FEMALE  
MALE  
 
C) Age 
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18 - 24  25 - 30  
31 -40  40+  
 
D) Marital Status 
SINGLE  WIDOWED  
MARRIED  DIVORCED  
 
E) Educational Level  
GRADE 7  O’ LEVEL  
A’ LEVEL  DIPLOMA/DEGREE  
 
F) Research Questions 
1. Name the development projects that are currently being implemented in your 
community……………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………… 
2. Are you a beneficiary of one of the projects that are implemented in your community? 
 
      If yes, which project do you participate in? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………….. 
3. What is your understanding of community participation? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………….. 
 
4. What are the approaches that are being employed by these NGOs in engaging 
communities to participate in development projects? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………. 
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5. At what level does community participation take place in the development projects 
and how? 
 
i. Planning process 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………. 
ii. Decision making process 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………. 
iii. Implementation process 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………… 
6. Have you received any trainings pertaining to these development projects?  Please 
state what type of trainings you have received and how have they been effective to 
your participation in development projects? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
7. What role do you play in the monitoring and evaluation of the projects? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………….. 
8. What are the challenges and barriers that affect community participation in your 
community? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………… 
 
9. Do you think NGOs are taking into consideration the importance of the local people  
In choosing and implementing these projects? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
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…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………… 
10. Have these projects effectively changed and assisted in the development of your 
community? If so please explain how? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………….  
11. As communities how do you think you can assist the NGOs efforts in trying to 
improve participation? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………… 
12. Is there anything else you would like to share with me with regards to community 
participation 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
….. 
 
 
Thank you for your cooperation  
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APPENDIX 2: In depth Interview guide 
 
For key informants: NGO staff members  
 
1. How many years have you been working with this organization? 
2. How long has your organization been operating in Bulilima and Mangwe? 
3. What are the reasons that made your organization to start up development 
projects? 
4. Community participation has its own difficulties as a construct, since it is has no 
implicit definition or clear statement of inclusion and exclusion. In your own view 
how can you define Community participation? 
5.  What are the participatory methodologies that you employ in engaging 
communities to participate. 
6.  What are your views on the benefits of Community Participation? 
7. Is the community involved in all the phases of these projects, that is from planning, 
decision making to implementation, monitoring and evaluation stages? 
8. What other problems are you facing as an organization in implementing 
development projects? 
9. How is your organization addressing the challenges faced in carrying out 
development projects in Bulilima and Mangwe districts? 
10. Do you ever hold any stakeholders meetings to discuss issues pertaining to 
community participation in development projects? If yes how do they assist in 
attending to issues community involvement? 
11. What is being done about engaging more locals in these projects?  
12. Is there anything else you would like to share with me with regards to community 
participation in projects that your organization is undertaking?  
 
Thank you for your co-operation in this investigation 
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Appendix 3: Translated Questionnaire: Ndebele 
District: ……………………………………………… 
Isigaba: …………………………………………………… 
 
Gender: 
Owesifazana 
 
 
Owesilisa 
 
 
 
A. Ubudala 
18-24 
 
 25-30  
31-40 
 
 40+  
 
B. Umtshado 
Uyintombi/ Ulijaha  Ungumfelwa/ 
Ungumfelwakazi 
 
Uthethe yini/ 
uthethwe yini 
 Umuzi sewachitheka yini  
 
C. Imifundo 
Grade 7  
 
O’ Level  
A’ Level  Diploma/ Degree 
 
 
 
D. Imibuzo 
1. Qamba inhlelo zentuthuko esigabeni 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………….. 
 130 
 
2. Ungomunye walabo abaphathiswa luhlelo olukhona yini? Ma kunjalo yiluphi 
uhlelo ophakathi 
kwalo……………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………… 
3. Usulesikhathi esinganani usazana labo abaphathi bohlelo (NGOs)? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
4. Yiziphi indlela ezisetshenziswa ngama NGOs ukuze abantu baphathise 
kunhlelo 
zentuthuko?........................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
.... 
5. Abesigaba baphakathi kwalo yini loluhlelo? Nxa kunjalo sigaba siphi lapho 
umphakathi abonakala ephakathi kohlelo njalo ngayiphi indlela? 
i. Ekulungiseleni (planning process) 
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………… 
ii. Eziqgibeni (Decision making process) 
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………….. 
iii. Ekuphatheni lokusebenza kuhlelo ( Implementation process) 
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………….. 
6. Ma kukhulunywa ngokusebenza ndawonye ngenhlelo zentuthuko wena 
ukuzwisisa njani 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………. 
7. Sewake wazuza uqeqesho yini kunhlelo ophakathi kwazo .Nxa kunjalo sazise 
ngoqeqesho owaluzuzayo 
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…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 
8. Kuyini okuvimbela ukuthi isigaba sisebenze ndawonye ekuphatheni inhlelo 
zenthuthuko njalo okudinga ukuhlolisiswa? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 
9. Ngowakho umbono, amaNGOs angabe elonanzelelo lesiphatho yini nxa 
behlela labo abazuza ukukhethwa? Utsho ngani chasisa 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
10. Zincedisa ngayiphi indlela  inhlelo lezi esigabeni? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………. 
11. Njengomphakathi lingancedisa njani amaNGOs  ukuvuselela inhlelo lezi? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………. 
12. Kukhona yini okunye ofisa ukutsho ngenhlelo ezikhona? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
Siyabonga kakhula ngokuphathisa kwakho kulomsebenzi 
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APPENDIX 4: Ethical Clearance 
Certificate
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Appendix 5: Bulilima District Map 
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Appendix 6: Mangwe District Map 
 
 
